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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION 
THE EFFECTS OF LEADERSHIP STYLES OF 
TAIWANESE JUNIOR COLLEGE PRESIDENTS 
ON TEACHER JOB SATISFACTION 
by
Ching-San CMang 
Florida International University, 1995 
Professor Stephen M. Fam, Major Professor
The purpose of this dissertation was to investigate the relationsMp between, the 
leadership styles of Taiwanese junior college presidents and teacher job satisfaction. The 
study exammed the difference in teachers’ perceptions of presidents’ leadership style and 
teachers’ job satisfaction, the degree of agreement between teachers，perceptions and 
presidents5 self-perceptions, the difference in leadersh^) style and presidents’ age, tenure, 
school status and size; the difference in job satisfaction and teachers’ gender, age, job 
tenure, education, academic rank, school status, and school size.
Data were obtained from 20 presidents and 282 teachers. ITie Presidents’ 
Leadership Orientations questionnaire collected data from presidoits. The Presidents’ 
Leadership Orimtations and Teacher Job Satisfiction questionnaires collected data from 
teachers. Data were analyzed by t-tests, ANOVA, CM Square, and Scheffe’s test for 
con^aring contrasts. Descriptive analyses yielded means, standard deviations, frequencies, 
and percentages. Afl results were tested at the 0.05 level of si^uficance.
Findings: General job satisfaction was related to number, but not to type, of 
leadership frame. Teachers’ and presidents, perceptions of leadership style used were 
congruent. Leadership style did not differ witli presidents5 age, job tenure, school size, or 
school status. Teacher satisfaction with teacMng, school enwonment, 
adnunistration/supemsion, job remuneration, and promotion, differed with school size. 
Satisfaction with, teaching and promotion, differed with gender. Satisfaction with teaching, 
admmistration/supemsion, job remuneration, and promotion differed with academic rank- 
Satisfaction, with school enviroiimeiit differed witli superviaon/administratioii and age. 
Satisfaction with supemsion/adimiiistratioii differed with tenure. There was no difference 
between educational level and any of the satisfedion measures.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
Taiwan is a mountakous island of 13,885 square miles. Although Taiwan is not 
ridi in natural resources, according to H e  Central Bank of China，it has US$100 bffion 
in foreign exchange (World JoumaL 1995). Moreover, Taiwan is reputed to be an 
economic miracle, attracting the attCTtion and interest of people all over the world. What 
are the major contributors to Taiwan^ economic development?
Yung (1985) stated that under an unfavorable natural environmeiit, the 
development of Taiwan^ economy depends mainly on the mobilization and full utffization 
of its human resources. Smith (1991)贫ated that tMs noteworthy economic acMevement 
comes indirectly from successM vocational-technical education and tramlng.
The Taiwanese junior college is a major scholastic institution m the 
vocational-technical educational system. One of its cMef alms is to provide students with, 
practical skills. Junior colleges are the mam source of mid-level technical labor supply 
(Lk, 1992 ). H e  Taiwan government has made great efforts to develop high, technology 
and ra^rove product quality. Currently, Taiwan government's goal is to be the business 
center in Asia and the Pacific area (Lin, 1992). TMs ambitious stance means that Taiwan 
needs a contingent of middle level techmdans. Consequaitly, Taiwan has charged the 
junior colleges with, more responsibility and demands Mgh levels of performance.
The development of a nation is influenced by the learning effectiveness of its 
students, the fiituxe leaders of the nation. Teachers are the conduit of intellectual 
acquisition; their performance mfluences the learning effectiveness of students (Wu,
1992). Teachers are in a unique position to help meet the labor needs of the nation as well 
as the needs of individual students (Chu, 1993), In order to improve the educational 
performance of students, a school must first raise the educational standards and 
instructional abilities of its teachers (Wu, 1992, p. 181》. Therefore, teacher effectiveness 
must be considered the foundation of school effectiveness.
Sonpon (1984) suggested that teacher satisfection depends on positive 
relationships among students, fellow teachers, and school administrators. Cooperation, 
communicatioii, recogmtion, and participation kdp  nurture and sustain such relationships. 
The concept of job satisfection is particularly ktrigumg because it is an, end k  itself; that 
is, job satisfaction is a positive outcome that is WgUy valued (Jorde, 1984),
The Hawthorne studies (Mayo, 1933) indicated that employees' psychological and 
personal attributes influaice working behavior. These include their feelmgs about 
themselves, their capabiMes, their interactions with other en^loyees, their 
commimications skills. Social and mental processes, the most crucial of the affective 
factors, detenmne employees' job satisfection and productivity. Perceptions of the extent 
to wMch. attmtion is paid to employees, the extent to which supervisors and managers 
care about their personal weli-being, the extent to which they are allowed to socialize with 
fellow workers affect job satisfection and productivity. Also, when supervisors
demonstrate concern through informal means, employees tend to fee! their input into the 
orgamzation is mqjortant (Terry, 1960). OucMs (1981) Theory Z suggests that 
humanized working conditions not only increase productivity and profits, but also increase 
employee self-esteem. Humanizmg factors include .informal interactions, reco^iition of 
employees5 contribution to the orgamzation, pleasant work smrounding, safe work 
environment, con^assionate and understanding supervisors and managers, OucM 
advocates that these factors become ingrained into the culture of the organization, so that 
they become mslilutioiiRlizcd, rather than locslizcd to one or 3 few units.
There is a close relationship between teachers' job satisfaction and teacher 
performance, relations with, students, p^chological well-being, and morale (Collmer,
1989; Katz, 1982) Collmer (1989) found that teachers who were satisfied with, their jobs 
performed better, were less likely to be absent, and appeared to care more for their 
students. Teacher job satisfection closely relates to teacher anxiety, absenteeism, and job 
persistence (Katz, 1982). Redefer (1959》suggested that teachers with Mgh job 
satisfaction not only have better social rektiondups wMi colleagues or supervisors but 
also rarely tire of work or rarely have feeHngs of depression. Teachers with Mgh job 
satisfaction show more poskive attitudes towards doing research, improvmg teadung 
skilk, joinmg educational associations or activMes, and pursuing teaching as a lifelong 
career. Smith (Collmer, 1989) pointed out that job dissatisfection produces low morale, 
Mgher absenteeism, and inept or uncaring teachers.
Academic leaders and admmistrators influence teacher attitudes. Specifically，what 
college presidents do or say can have an impact on teacher self perception (Gordon, 
Stockard, & Williford, 1992). Presidents must set the tone for colleges in ways that allow 
teachers to perceive the presidents1 actions and activities as worthwhile and stimulatmg 
(Fox, 1986).
The term "leadership'’ connotes patterns ofrnterpersonal behavior that help a 
group achieve its objectives (Owens，1991). Leaders look for potential motives in 
followers, seek to satisfy higher needs of followers，and function, toward the goal of their 
organization. According to WasWngton and Watson (1975), the president's vital 
responsibility is to manage and promote teachers' job satisfection level for the purpose of 
attaking the school's educational goals. ITie .fimctions of management and control and 
constituency satisfaction are paramount concerns for the educational leader. Researchers 
have identified a variety of personal characteristics vduch are associated wkh leadership 
effectiveness (McKee, 1991).
Hersey and Blanchard (1988) argued that effective leaders possess the ability to 
diagnose, adapt, and communicate the core intere 就 s of their organization. YuW(1989) 
proposed that effective leaders are able "to estabMsh, cooperative relationsMps with 
followCTS, charactCTized by high levels of mutual trust and loyalty" (p. 275). He also 
maintained that effective leaders recognize relationships among the variety of problems, 
issues, and opportunities that they encounter. Sadikm (1987) discussed the ability of 
effective leaders to vitalize or revitalize 紐 organization and create a place where people
want to contribute their best. Owens (1991) discussed effective leaders, tendency to 
combine the authority of their position with the power conferred by the group and to 
identify easily with the followers' needs and expectations.
In recent years, a new line of research on leadership frame preferences has 
provided additional insight into how frame preferences influence leadership effectiveness. 
The concept of frames has many synonyms in the social science literature; for example, 
frames may be referred to as maps, images, schemata, frames of reference, perspectives, 
orientations，lenses，inct2phors? Bxid mmdscspcs (BoIihhtv 1990，1991). Bolxn^ n
and Deal (1991) used the word ‘"frames” to capture the essence of the various vintage 
points. The authors conceive of frames as 4%otli windows on the world and lenses that 
bring the world into focus. Frames filter out some things while allowmg others to pass 
through easily. Frames help us to order experience and decide what action to take” 
(Bolmaii & Deal, 1991, p. 11).
Bolmaa and Deal (1984, 1991) developed four frames for uuderstandiiig 
organizations and leadership: stracturai, human, resource, political, and symbolic frames. 
Structural frame describes behavior of leaders 她◎ incorporate aspects of the 
organization’s envkonment and capabilities into the alignment of organization structure 
and strategy. Human resource frame describes leaders who demonstrate caring, 
supportive, empowering attributes. Political frame describes the style of leaders who are 
clear about their agenda and sensitive to the political reality of the internal and external 
envkonment s of the organmtion. Symbolic frame describes the style of leaders who use
symbols and stories to communicate a vision to the stakeholders of the organization 
(Boknan & Deal, 1991). Bensimon (1988, 1989) studied college presidents using the four 
frames. They found that multiframe presidents were viewed as more effective than 
single-frame presidents.
Bensimon (1988), Bolman (1989), and Wimpelberg (1987) found that individuals 
who relied primarily on the structural frame were particularly likely to be viewed as 
ineffective leaders. Several lines of recent research support the view that effective leaders 
rely on multiple frames (Boiman. & Deal, 1991). An interesting issue relates to the 
correlation between frame and job satisfection. In other words, is multiframe leadership 
style of coEege/university presidents more closely inked to Mgh teacher job satisfaction 
while single-frame leaderdiip style is more closely Inked to low teacher job satisfaction?
There are many studies on educational leaderdup behavior m Taiwan. Most 
researchers have grounded their work in such theoretical frameworks as authoritarian, 
democratic, and laissez-faire styles, as developed by Lewin, Lippit, and WMte (1971). 
Additionally, the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire (LBDQ) (Silver, 1983)， 
developed at Ohio State University, has been widely adopted in leadership study and 
research, in. Taiwan. The popularity of the LBDQ and the framework ofLewrn and Ms 
colleagues is attributed to their efficacy wMch has been assessed through many empirical 
investigations (Bass, 1981; Silver, 1983). On the oAer hand, tMs researcher was unable 
to uncover evidence of application of Boiman and Deal's four frame leadership orientation
theoiy to the study of Taiwanese leaders. This orientation, could provide fiutlier insight 
into leadership m the Taiwanese culture.
As indicated by Kuo (1995)，in the past five years, the Taiwanese educational 
system has experienced a radical change. University laws were revised to allow for shared 
power in centra! government and for campus democratization. Some presidents of the 
National University were "elected", rather than "appointed". Gradually, parents and 
members of the society at large made more complicated demands on educational 
institutions. Teachers were under tremendous pressure. They had never before protested 
societal demands. But now they protested because parents and communities at large 
demanded more of teachers and of the schools. C antus humamzation, democratization, 
diversificatioii, science, and internationalization, became the norm (Kuo, 1995). These 
new treads may have influenced presidents* leadership behavior, teachers' job satisfaction, 
and the relationships betwem presidents' leaderdup behavior and teachers' job satisfaction. 
It is therefore beneficial to investigate the relationdiips witlmi the frame of reference, as 
defined by Bolman and Deal (1991).
Statement of the Problem
Given the radical changes in various a印ects of Taiwan’s economic and social 
circumMances, there is 祖 urgent need for changes in. colleges and their leaders (Lk,
1992). As the major scholastic institution for meeting Taiwaii’s vocational and technical 
education requkements, junior colleges and their presidents are particularty challenged to
motivate teachers to perform their tasks with, enttmsiasm, bearing in miad the impact of 
their work on, Taiwan^ economic and social development. Leaders, includiiig junior 
college presidents who are successM m tMs endeavor are likely to be versatile, artistic, 
and resourceM. Several lues of recent research support the view that these qualities 
require a diversity of outlooks or frames (Boiman & Deal, 1991; 1994).
Bensimon (1988, 1989) found that multiframe college presidents were considered 
more effective than single-frame presidents, Owens (1991) proposed that the concept of 
leadership effectiveness has much to do with, the motivation of followers, implyiiig that 
effective leadership is marked by followers* compliance with leader's wishes and desires. 
TMs study focused on whether multiframe presidents support teachers with Mgher job 
satisfection than do single-frame presidents. Stated another way: Is job satisfaction of 
teachers under the leadership of multiframe presidents M^ier than job satisfaction of 
teachers under the leaderskq) of single-frame presidents? These are the issues the study 
aims to address.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of tMs study was to gain a better under^andkg of the relationship 
between the leadersh^ style of the T aiwanese junior college presidents and teacher job 
satisfection. Boiman and Deal's (1991) multiple frames model were used to investigate the 
relatioiisli^. ITie followmg questions guided the research.
The Research Questions
1. What is relationship between teachers' perception of their presidents' leadership 
style frame and teachers’ general job satisfaction? TMs study operationalized teachers’ 
perception of leadership frames as the number and type of frames used by their presidents. 
Thus two subquestions here are how many frames each president used and which frame or 
combination of frames were used.
2. What is the degree of agreement between, teachers’ perception of presidents' 
frame and presidents' self perception?
Subsidiary Questions
1. Does the leadersMp style of junior college presidents differ signdficaiitty with 
school status, size, and president's age, and job tenure?
2. Do teachers' perceptions of job satisfection vary sigmficantly wMi teachers' 
gender, age, job tenure, educational background, academic posttion, administrative task, 
school status, and school size?
Luralatioiis of the Study
The 伽dy has the foUowkg limitations: 1) Data are collected for only the 1995-96 
academic year. 2) TMs study is limited to the population of approximately 14,607 Ml time 
Taiwanese junior college teachers. Any gmeraMzation of Ae results of this _ d y  beyond 
this population must be done with, caution. 3) The study is confined to the presidents’
self-perception of leadership behavior, teachers' self-perception of job satisfaction, and 
teachers' perception of presidents’ leadership behavior. 4) It is assumed that the subjects 
of this study would complete all survey items accurately and according to their 
perceptions of the facts surroundmg those items. However, some responses may be based 
on respondents* preference, rather than on facts.
Assunqjtions
The researcher assumes that: 1) Teachers and presidents wffl answer the 
survey questions objectively and truthfidly. 2) The integrity of the instruments，including 
reliability and validity, are maintained in the Chinese translation.
Definition of Terrns
Job satisfaction: describes the feelmgs workers have about thekjobs or job experiences 
in relation to previous experiences, current e—ectations，or available alternatives (Balzer 
et aL, 1990).
Junior colleges: classified as national, provincial/city, and private junior colleges in 
Taiwan R.O.C., provide education in applied or practical sciaices and technology. The 
length of education can be two, three, or five years. Two and three-year junior colleges 
admit senior vocational or Mgh school graduates; five-year junior colleges 
admit junior M幽 school graduates. Night or evenmg programs require at least one more 
year of study than do equivalent day programs (MMstiy of Education, 1994).
Presidents' leadership style: TMs refers to style as defined in the "Four Frames 
Research" by Boiman and Deal (1991). The four frames are structural frame, human 
resource frame, political frame, and symbolic frame. The research issue revolves around 
the number of frames a president uses as perceived by presidents themselves and by 
teachers. Hie frames translate into four leadership styles: one-frame style, two-frame 
style, three-frame style, and four-frame style.
CHAPTER TWO 
RE.VIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Jntroduction
This study centers around efforts to understand the relatioudup between leadership 
style and job satisfaction. The literature review has three con^onents. Part one defines 
the concept of leadership, examines the evolution ofleaderdup theories, and discusses 
leadersMp styles. Part two reviews selected theories of motivation and job satisfaction. 
Part three discusses the survey instruments and their use.
The Theory and Related Study of University Presideirts’ Leiderdup Style 
Leader 物
Leadersli^ is one of the most fescinatkg topics in organizational behavior (Owens,
1991), and, at the same time, a notoriously dq^peiy concept that has produced EteraHy 
hundreds of definitions in the literature. Owais (1991) proposed that those definitions 
have two common fecets: (1) Leaderdiip is a fimction, of groups, not kdMduals. 
Individuals are assigned leaderdiq> status, but leadership occurs only in the interacting 
processes of two or more persons. In the interacting process, one person is able to induce 
others to thmk and behave in desired ways. (2) Leadershq? involves the intentional 
exercise of influen.ce on the behavior of others. The essence of leadership is in the 
distinctive rektiondups between leaders and followers.
Bums (1978) described leadersMp by looking at examples of two types of leaders 
or leadership styles: transactional and transfomMtionaL H e  "transactional" leader 
understands the give and take of leadership. Transactional leadership occurs when one 
person takes the initiative in making contact wkh others for the purpose of making valued 
exchanges. TMs type of leader attracts followers because of the ability to do something of 
benefit for the follower. In return, the follower performs those actions wMch are 
beneficial to the leader. A kind of contract ensues. The leader’s and followers’ purposes 
are related, at least to the extent that the piuposes stand wtthin the bargaming process and 
can be advanced by mamtainmg that process. But beyond tMs, the relationship between 
leader’s and followers’ puipose is weak. The bargainers have no enduring purpose that 
holds them together. SkillM leaders use these transactions to benefit the organization, as 
well as to enhance their leaderdup position.
••TransformationaF leadersMp occurs one or more persons engage with, others 
in such a way that leaders and followers raise one another to M^ier levels of motfvation 
and morality. Power bases are linked not as counterweights but as mutual support for 
common purpose. These two types ofleaderdi^ are crucial to an overall understanding 
of leadership in any social setting (Jacobs, 1993).
All discussion of leadershq) before tMs centmy was nonen^irical; discussion, 
ensued when Lao-tzu and Con&cius contributed their thou^its on the subject more than
2,000 years ago (Bohnan & Deal, 1994), Modem day discussion is reflected in the MGreat 
M祖 Theory of LeadersMp" and the "Zeitgeist Theory” (Lo, 1989). Hypothesmng that 
great leaders are bom, not made, "Great Man" theorists attempted to identify specific 
characteristics kherent in leaders (Greenlee, 1992). The "Zeitgeist" theorists proposed 
that leader emergence depended on natural succession, of drcumstances and events or 
happened by chance, rather than through kdMdual-specific characteristics; that is, 
ckcumstance, chance, and events signal the development of leaders (Huang, 1989, p.370). 
The foundation, of both theories is in historical and pMosopMcal research; the theories are 
not grounded in scientific or empirical research. More recent stages of scientific and 
empirical leadersMp research could be divided into three periods: (a) the Trait Period 
(1910 to World War II), (b) the Behavioral Period (World War II to the 1960s), (c) the 
Contingency Period (1960s to the present) (Chemers, 1984). Each period wffl. be 
discussed in turn,
I m iP s iM .
Proponents of trait theory considered leader traits or characteristics the key to 
leadership effectiveness. They theorized that possession of ideal trails results in successM 
leaderii^ (Huang, 1989). Trait theory focuses on individiial personality, physical, or 
behavioral traits of leaders in a t t e s t s  to identify those characteristics or patterns that are 
unique to leaders as contra软ed with nouleaders (AJfonso»et ai» 1981). TWs approach 
Implies that leaderds^p traits could be mherent and transferable from one situation to
another (Huang, 1989), The results of tMs approach have not been successM (Huang, 
1989). Stogdffl(1974), a principal investigator of the trait approach, concluded that there 
are no specific traits which guarantee leadersMp success. He did, however, find five sets 
of characteristics consistently associated with leaderdiip success: capacity (manifested 
through intelligence and judgment), acMevement (manifested as scholarship and 
knowledge), responsibility (manifested as dependability and persistence), participation 
(manifested through activity and cooperation), and status (manifested as socioeconomic 
position and popularity).
Researchers have been unable to isolate a definitive list of leadersMp traits. As 
early as 1938, StogdUl deliberated on the issue. He argued that leadership status is not 
obtained by possessing q)ecific traits, but by the pattern of personal attributes, activities, 
and goals of a group of persons. He concluded that participating in group activities and 
showing the ability of acMevmg the goals of the group have more to do with gakkg 
leaderdup status than some combkation of traits (Stogdlll, 1938). It was partly in 
response to the seeming inconclusiveness of "trajt" research that researchers began to 
study what leaders did (ie.» their behaviors) rather than on who they were and what traits 
they possessed.
BfihmoraI£sriQd
The behavioral theoiy was initiated, by the research at Iowa State University in the 
1930's, and continued by scholars at the University of MicMg紐 and OMo State University
(We, 1991). The research, focus of behavioral theory is a set of leader behaviors wMcli 
affects the group. Owens (1991) pointed out that leaders help groups acconfilish their 
tasks and develop appropriate internal arrangements for productive interaction. 
Behavioral theories focus on a combination of personal and situational variables or on the 
interaction between the expectations and perceptions of leaders and followers within 
differing organizational conditions (Keith & GMing, 1991).
The behavioral approach counters the hypothesis that some men are bom leaders, 
and that neither traking, experience, nor conditions caa materially affect leadersMp skills 
(Fiedler, 1967), Along with other behaviorists, Fiedler argued that leaders can be trained. 
He suggested that the most effective way to train leaders is by managerial rotation that 
provides them with, a base of experience on which to draw. TMs theoretical approach 
supports the notion that almost every manager m an organization can perform effectively 
in a leadership role-(Keith & Gfrling, 1991).
Behavioral research gives rise to several iuportaiit implications. Some examples 
are: leadershqi is multidimensioiial, effective leadership behavior varies according to the 
situation, leaderdiq? skills can be taught. However, like trait research, behavioral theories 
have M ed to provide 印edfic guidelines tiiat can be used to identify leaders. Some 
studies have be«i criticized for being too simplistic, for being inapplicable to a wide 
variety of atuations, and for relying on questionnaires to measure leadership effectiveness 
(Baird, Post, & Mahon, 1990).
The impHcations of research on trait and behavioral theories of leadersMp led to 
the conclusiott that there is no one best approach to understanding leadership. SuccessM 
leadership may be determined by certain leadersh^ traits or behaviors, by the fit among 
traits, behavior, and followers' needs and characteristics; by situational factors and 
characteristics (Baird, Post, & Mahon, 1990).
Contkgency theory defines good leaderAip as the ability to match the right 
leadership style to the situation (Keith. & Girling, 1991). Hersey and Blanchard (1977) 
described leadership as the fimction of three variables: leader (1), followers (f), and 
situation (s) [L e. L=(l, (  s)]. Therefore, leaderdi^ effectiveness is influenced by a 
leader's characteristics, situational fectors, leader behavior or style, situational features, 
and the interaction of the individual and the situation. Contingency theory is the synthesis 
of trait and behavioral approaches to leadership; it is a research orientation that combines 
both, trait and behavioral fectors (Lui, 1986). ITie three major situational theories include 
Contingency Theory by Fiedler (1967), Path-Goal ITieory by House (House & Mitchett, 
1974), and the Three»Dimeiisioii Theoiy by Reddm (Owens, 1991).
Fiedler’s (1967) Contingency Theory deals with the interaction of position power, 
task structure, and leader-member relations. A prime criticism of Fiedler's model is that 
there is no conceptual basis for explaining leader effectiveness (Sashkm, 1988). SashMa
observed that situational approaches seem to work weakly for clear reasons or modestly 
well for very unclear reasons. Therefore, success is unpredictable.
The Path-Goal Theory (House & Mitchell, 1974) suggests that k  is necessary for a 
leader to mfluence the followers’ perception of work goals, self-development goals, and 
paths to goal attainment. The foundation for the model was the expectancy motivation 
model.
Reddin's (1970) 3-D Theory of leadership assumes that leaderdiip cannot be 
defined in such terms as the leader's behavior or activity, but can be understood only in 
terms of leadership effectiveness: that is, the extent to wMch managers achieve the goals 
for wMch their positions are re印onsiWe, Like the other two dimensions of leadership，the 
effectiveness dnneosion of leadership is not "either-or"; rather, it is a continuous scale, 
Reddin is credited with contributmg the effectiveness dimaiaoii to the conceptuaMzation 
of leadership (Owais, 1991).
In 1981 and 1982, organizational studies dramatically diifted, followmg the 
publication of two books. The first of these, Wiliam OucM's Theoiy Z. appeared in 1981, 
Pub脑 ed vMm  American corporate managers were groping for solutions to their 
difficuMes m meeting Japanese con^etition, Theory Z con^ared and contrasted the 
management styles used in the two nations. OucM, a Japanese-American, found that 
Japanese management practices were quite cMfferent from American practices, and that
some Japanese practices could be profitably adopted by American corporations. Taking 
Ms cue from McGregofs (1960) Theory X - Theory Y，OucM named Ms approach Theory 
Z, to suggest a new alternative (Owens, 1991).
Theory Z points out the differences between. Japanese and American management 
practices, especially those behavioral aspects characterized by McGregor’s Theories X and 
Y. The whole focus of theory Z is on organizatioiiai culture. ITie theory proposes that 
the entire organization has a distinctive culture and managers and employees can 
determine how the organization's culture is shaped.
OucM (1981) argued that Japanese managerial practices were re印onsiWe for 
lap an* s successful economic turn. American managers and researchers became quite 
interested m such practices as quality circles, participative management, innovativeEess, 
creativity, total quality management, flexible work teams, and decentralization that 
characterize the Japanese management system. ITiese behavioral averts  of management 
indicated that workers should be treated as mdMduals wWi their o w e  rights and interests. 
They are valuable organJzational resources that must be managed with, care for the benefit 
of the organization, and for the individual (Baird, Post, & Mahon, 1990; Trice & Beyer,
1993).
Owens (1991) proposed that such research en^liasized the need for three 
additional forms ofleadersh^ in the educational organization, if the educational 
orgamzatiou wants to move from competence to exceflence: educational, ^mbolic, and 
cultural leadership. Educational leadership focuses on determining and addressing
scholastic, curricular, and teaching problems. Symbolic leadersMp describes the attributes 
and behaviors of leaders who communicate puipose, values, and signMcance to 
subordinates; and tries to kstiH a common vision in all members of the orgamzation. 
Cultural leadersMp focuses on developing and maintakiiig a strong organizational culture, 
where powerM norms unite members and mfluence the way they perceive one another, 
their work, and their organization (Owens, 1991).
Boiman and Deal (1991) stated that incomplete maps in either research or practice 
limit the ability to understand and manage organizations. They proposed that foui frames 
of organizational theory - structural, human resource, political, and symbolic - illuminate a 
different slice of life in orgamzations. TTiey integrated the frames into a miilticiimensioEal 
theory and developed a more comprehensive approach to management.
Earlier writers organized administrative co啤 eteuce into three skOl areas- 
teclmical, human, and conceptual (Ubben & Hughes, 1992). Sergiovaimi (1969) 
expanded the tMrd area, conceptual sMEs, into a series of behavioral forces described as 
educational, symbolic, and cultural The authors cited here portray the attempts of current 
leadership researchers to extract and examine concepts and explanations from symbolic, 
culture, pMlosopMcal, and political mquiries and analyses that augment the understanding 
of leadordi^ effectiveness.
LeadershgLSfils
Generally, leaders' behaviors are depicted by thek leadersh^) styles; thus, 
leadership style is the manifestation of the specific behaviors the leader euqjhasizes. 
Leadership behavior stimulates organization or group members to attain desired goals 
(Huang, 1989). To articulate or e耶lain leadersMp behavior, researchers usually 
categorize leadership behavior as specific styles or dimensions of styles that reflect 
configurations of behaviors which distinguisli successM and unsuccessful styles for given 
situations. The foflowmg section discusses leaderdiip style research and indications.
CMe-DimgnsiQnalX.eader^„ITieQ.ry
In accordance with McGregofs (1960) ITieory X and Theory Y, Gibb (1969) 
classified leadership styles as defenave and self-adequate. Defenave leaders do not have 
much, confidence in followers. They assume subordinates are naturally la巧, want no 
responsibility, and, therefore, should be pressured to act and forced to perform their 
duties. The defensive leader controls commimicatioii through continuous advising and 
strict management.
Students were asked to rate the overall suitability ofthdr education. Thirty-one 
percent of the current studaits noted that their engmeering technology pro 段*am were 
prepared or well prepared for the jobs, while 40,0% noted they were somewhat prepared, 
and 26,4% noted that their engineering technology program were poorly prepared or does 
_  apply. Self-adequate leaders, on the other hand, have a Mgh degree of conldence k
followers or subordinates and believe subordinates can exhibit self-control, are competent, 
want responsibility, are loyal, hard working, and have positive attitudes towards their jobs. 
Self-adequate leadership favors participatory decision-making, open communicatioii, and 
loose control and management.
One of the most widely applied classifications of leadership styles was developed by 
Lewin, Lippitt, and WMte (1939) of the University of Iowa. Taking the political system as 
the preferred context for assessing the locus of decision-imkiiig, the degree of 
authorization, and the situation of evaluation, the authors categorized leadership style as 
authoritative, democratic, and iaissez faire. To e?q?Iain, authoritarian leaders determme all 
policies, techniques, and activities, maktakiiig autonomy by remaining aloof from 
followers or subordinates. Group members are greatly dependent on the authoritative 
leader. They frequently demonstrate aggresave reactions to the leader, are indolent in the 
leader's absence, require much of the leader's attention, and have little freedom to make 
suggestions (WMte & Lippitt, 1960).
Democratic leaders provide assistance and guidance. Under this style, policies are 
determined by group cttseussioii, with the leader taking an active role. Group members are 
free to express their ideas and make suggestions and to engage in work-related 
conversation. They also mamtam their usual levels of productivity in the absence of the 
leader (WMte & L^pitt, 1960),
Laissez-feke leaders do not take an active role in managing or directing their 
groups. Rather, they leave members free to make individual or group decisions. Group
members get the leadefs initial reaction by asking for and seeking information and 
structure. TMs style sometimes gradually leads to apathy, and eventually to chaos and 
disorganization (Lippitt & WMte, i960).
Research shows that of the three leadersMp styles, democratic style is the 
most preferred (Hanson, 1979), Lipham (1968), however, criticized the definition of such 
classifications as not sufficiently discriminatory to isolate specific, universally acceptable 
attributes of each style. The classifications cm  not specify which, style —is preferred or 
which style fits given situations and followers. No single classification characterizes all 
leaders; situational approaches laid  to assume that behavior changes usually flows from 
the top down, when in feet, followers can trigger behavior changes. Also, the interaction 
of certain environmental, individual and task-related fectors can help determine which 
style is appropriate and can also influence employee satisfection and performance (Baird, 
Post, & Mahon, 1990; CMu, Wen-Chung，1983).
Tw Q ^D m m aQ M lI^aM ^aL asQ g
Owens (1991) pointed out that although a wide range of possible leader 
behaviors exists, for the piupose of sk^Hfymg discusaons on leader behavior, choices 
could be polarized, as in Theoiy X and Y, and m terms of task-oriented and 
people-oriented styles. LeadersMp style evidenced by a specific leader is a combination of 
task-oriented behavior and people-oriented behavior. Some leaders are concerned about 
productivity and getting the work done; others are concerned about human relationships.
Most leaders are somewhere between, and show concern for work and concern for 
relationships, witli the best leaders showing a balance in task and people - oriented 
behaviors (Owens, 1991).
In 1945, the Bureau of Business Research of OMo State University developed a 
two-dimensional leadersMp theory. Leadership styles were categorized as "Mtiatmg 
Structure" and "Consideration' Halpm (1966, p. 86) described kitiatkg structure and 
consideration dimensions as follows: "Tnitiating structuxe leaders focus on goal 
acMevement. They define the relationshqj between their responsibilities and those of their 
subordinates. They define the structure within which organmtional activities take place, 
set up channels of communication, and initiate work processes.”
Consideration, leaders are motivated by the need to help subordmates and satisfy 
their desires. They focus on estabHshing and maintaining good interpersonal relationships. 
They also strive to develop trust m and respect for subordinates，and to understand their 
jproblcms dn.d d6m3n.dSi
Although these two djmenskms are independent whm anafyzed, they could be 
combined in practice. Based on the or low intaiMty of each dimension, four styles 
could be portrayed by the leader, as follows, ffigh Initiating Structure and Low 
Consideration: Leaders emphasize goal achievement and put little or no emphasis on the 
desires of subordmates or on human elements of work. High InMatmg Structure and High
Consideration: Leaders emphasize goal achievement as well as subordinates' needs and 
desires. Low luitiatisig Structure and High Consideratiom Leaders emphasize the desires 
of subordinates, but extend little attention to goal acMevement. Low Initiatmg Structure 
and Low Consideration: Leaders emphasize neither goal acMevement nor subordkates1 
needs and desires (Halpin, 1966).
In summaiy, the two dimeiisions, initiating structure and consideration can be 
combined, and a persorfs leadersMp style can be described as varying along Mgh and low 
initiating structure and consideration. One leader may demonstrate a strong tendency to 
structure work to get the job done but also spend time and oier歡 managing interpersonal 
relations. A second manager, concerned about relationships with subordinates, is chiefly 
interested in mamtainmg good relations between subordinates and Mmself However, he 
shows little interest in structuring communications or job assignments. A third manager, 
rather than spending more time either managing the task or the subordinates, balances time 
between managmg relationships and managing work flows and communicatioiis. None of 
the managers in Halpm’s study demonstrated a more or less effective leadersMp style.
Each may be effective, depending on the nature of the situatioii.
University of MicMgan began to study leader behaviors at about the same time as 
Ohio State University. The focus of the University of the MicMgan study was to 
determine whether “Production-oriented** and "Employee-oriented" styles were a single
dimension of leadership. The researchers found two distinct leadership styles, which they 
defined as follows: ftoduction-oriented: Leaders emphasize goal acMevement and 
techniques and strongly fevor plannliig and production processes. Employee-oriented: 
Leaders authorize group members to make decisions; they create a better working 
enviromnent to support the demands of group members. Moreover, leaders pay more 
attention to the professional growth and development of group members.
In summary, there are four contingency theories of leaderdilp frequently 
mentioned in the educational literature include Fiedler's Contingency Theory of 
Leadership, Vroom and Yetton*s Normative Contingency Theory, Redding 3-Dimensional 
Theory of Leadership, and Hersey and Blanchardfs Situational Theory of Leadership 
(Owens, 1991). Each of these theories imtially incoiporated the two dimensions of task 
and relations, or work and people. Silver (1983) pointed out that research, evidence seems 
to support Haipm's-(1966) assertion that both initiatmg structure and consideration are 
import ant behaviors for educational leaders.
Boiman. and Deal (1984, 1991) developed four perspectives, or frames, for 
understanding orgamzations and leadership: structural frame, human resource frame, 
political .frame, and symbolic frame. Structural leaders incoiporate aspects of the 
orgamzation's environment and capabilities into a powerM al^iment of organization 
structure and orgamzation strategy. Human resource leaders lead through caring, support,
accessibility, and en^owerment. Political leaders are clear about their agenda and 
sensitive to political reality; they build the alliances needed to move their organization, 
forward. Symbolic leaders use symbols and stories to communicate a vision that builds 
faith and loyalty among an organization's enqiloyees and other stakeholders.
Bolman and Deal grounded the development of the four frames in the assumption 
that collectively, the frames capture significant possibilities for leadership. However, 
taken separately, each frame provides partial understandmg of leader behavior. Yet 
individual leaders consistently and persistently engage in those behaviors, adhering to their 
dominant or preferred frame. Other leader behaviors or frames may be perceived as 
superficial, unrealistic, or inappropriate when they may be useM or productive in certain 
situations. For example, a symbolic frame may be usefid for instilling organizational or 
corporate values regarding cooperation and coflaboration, while a human resource frame 
may be useM for biuldmg cooperative work teams where caring, support, accountability, 
empowerment are manifestations of such orgamzation-wide values (Bolman & Deal,
1991).
Leaders need to understand their own. frame and its limits. Ideally, they will also 
team to combine multiple frames into a more con^rehenave and power&l style. Bolman 
and Deal (1991) also see frames as tools for action^ with every tool possessing particular 
strengths and HnAations. An inappropriate tool can iuMbit job conviction, wMe the right 
tool can facilitate job completion. One or two tools may suffice for very simple jobs, but 
more complex jobs require more tools.
The truly effective manager and leader will need multiple tools, the skill to use 
each tool, and the wisdom to match frames to situations (Bolmaii and Deal, 1991). 
Leaders must use their artistry to articulate and communicate their vision so that followers 
are also able to see things differently (Martinez, 1989), At the same time, leaders, like 
artists, must also bring their followers to understand the relationship between what they, 
the leaders, want, and what followers understand.
Bensimon (1988, 1989) studied college presidents using the four frames.
Bcusioion found tliftt professors Hud "vie'^ ved multijBrhiho jpresix^ cixts as more cffcctxvq
than single-frame presidents (Boiman. & Deal, 1991), According to Boknan and Deal 
(1991, pp. 14-16), leaders may use one or more frames as follows:
One frame: A leader may use only one of the four frames 麵 slmctural human 
resource, political, or symbolic.
Two frames: A leader may use any two of the four frames - structural and human 
resource, structural and political, structural and symbolic, hmmn resource and symbolic, 
or political and symbolic.
Three frames: A leader may use any three of the four frames in, one of these 
combinations - structural, human resource, and political; stmctural, hmnan resources, and 
symbolic; structural, political, and symbolic; or human resource, political, and symbolic.
Four frames: Leader may use aE four frames to ensure a rich variety of behaviors 
that guide their actions and decisions. Using all four frames equips leaders or managers 
with several options that can be drawn upon to address issues or circumstances that may
arise. As leaders have many fimctions and responsibilities to various constituencies witMn 
the orgamzatiou as well as outside, cross utilization of frames provides a powerM source 
of potential responses.
In the structural frame, for exanq)le, the president may match a strategy for 
improving teacher satisfaction to the structure of the college by setting policies and staff in 
place to assure a foram for teachers' concerns. In the human resource frame, professional 
development pro^ams and practices that fo^er en^owerment, participative decision 
makkg, and team building could be developed. In. the political frame, interdepartmental, 
mter-unit, and cross level teams (lecturers, assistant, associate, M l professors) could be 
set to  address concerns o f  ^ 11 c兹t^gones o f  fscuJty. Xdl tlxo s^yoxbolio inode，3H.
organizational culture with appropriate value system and vision statement could be 
developed to institutionalize practices that foster and guarantee faculty satisfaction 
(Bolman & Deal, 1991，1994).
lob Satisfection: ITieory and Related Literature
T M D sfeM m sO o M ilis te if ia
After Hoppock(1935) published Job Satisfaction, management scholars began to 
pay much, attention, to employees' mental state. The new research on workplace strain 
stressed that to increase production efficiency or job accomplidiment, en^loyers must not 
only in^rove the physical envkonmeEtal, but they must also concern themselves with 
employees' work attitude and behavior.
Following the Hawthorne studies, more and more en^loyers agreed that ensuring 
employees' satisfaction in their job can encourage changes in work behavior, elevate 
productivity, and improve product quality (Baird, Post, & Mahon, 1990). To understand 
the concept of "lob Satisfaction' the word "Satisfaction" should be clearly defined.
Hsu (1991) pointed out that according to the related literature, job satisfection 
involves en^loyees* feelings about or affective reaction to their job. Such affective or 
psychological reactions can be classified as subjective reaction, discrepant reaction, and 
competitive reaction.
Subjective reaction reflects each individual^ personal, unique point of view or 
reaction. Employees must be satisfied with, the psychological as wett as enviromnental 
factors relevant to job performance (Hoppock, 1935). Vroom (1964) argued that job 
satisfection and work attitude often interact to indicate en^loyees' current feeMngs about 
their work and reflect their personal affective orientation. En^iloyees with positive 
attitudes toward their jobs will be satisfied with, their work; employees with negative job 
attitudes will not be satisfied wkh their work (Vroom, 1964).
Ca辱 bell (1970) also agreed that job satisfaction reflects employees' positive 
or negative attitude or feeHngs toward their jobs or towards some specific fecet of their 
jobs. Haice, job satisfection actually is the manifestation of one's psychological state. 
Price (Ho, 1981) perceived job satis&ction as en^loyees' feelings or affective reaction to 
the role played in the work group. Positive reaction, he believed, is 祖 indicatioii of job 
satisfection.
Hackman and Oldham (1980) conceived of satisfaction as general satisfaction and 
context satisfection. General satisfaction is experienced when the employee feels entirely 
satisfied and happy with the job; whereas, context satisfaction occurs where the employee 
feds satisfied with, specific job features, such as, job security, pay, co-workers 
relationships, supervision, and the opportunities for growth and personal development.
The discrepant affective reaction perspective finds support in discrepancy theory or 
equity theory. Porter (1961) claimed that job satisfaction is one's reaction to the 
difference between what one's result should be and what result one actually attains. If 
one’s perception about what should be attained is greater than — at is actually attained, 
one w il feel less satisfied. Locke (1977, in Wexley & Yuld, 1978) advocated that job 
satisfaction and dissatisfaction depend on Ae discrepancy between wliat was attained and 
what was expected. If there is no difference, one experiences job satisfaction.
Smith, Kendall, and Hulk (1969) conadered job satisfaction the fimction of five 
types of feelmgs the en^loyee has towards a job or fecet of the job; that is, feelings 
towards the job itself supervisors behavior, salary, promotion, and interrelationsMps. 
When feeHngs about the actual rewards are equal to or not raucli different from expected 
reward, higher job satisfection results. On the contrary, if the difference is much more 
than what was e jec ted , lower job satisfaction results (McCormick & Tiffin, 1974). 
Coffey, Athos, and Raynalds (1975) also viewed job satisfection as the differmce 
between, one's expected and obtained reward.
Competitive affective reaction goes beyond discrepant affective reaction as 
follows. In. addttion to being determined by the difference between one's expected and 
actual reward, job satisfaction is also influenced b y。◎辱 arison to others. According to 
Adams (1979),4"Everyone often consciously or non-consciously co— ares the rate ofMs 
input and what he earned with the rate of others' input and the output. If both rates are tlie 
same, then it is fair; otherwise, it is unfair" (McCormick & Tiffin, 1974, p. 399). Hulin 
and Blood {1960) mentioned a related concept. They argued that the more one's job fits 
the standard requkement of an orgamzatiou, the Mgher the job satisfection. On the 
contrary, the less fit between job and standard requirement, the lower the job satisfaction.
Initially, the study of job satisfaction by industrial p 砂 chologists focused on the 
job and employees. Muneserbergfs (1913) Psychoto評.皿d M tt—sttiiLEffic_iengy was the 
first analysis ofjob satisfection. ITie emphasis was on personnel selection, settlement 
techniques，and in^roving working conditions. "Scientific management' advocated by F. 
W. Taylor, is the representative perspective on production efficiCT.cy. Taylor proposed 
that there was no cUfferen.ce between man. and machine in. the production process. Rather, 
man and machine are simpty cocqpoiients of production tools. Frederick Taylor, Frank 
Gflbreth, Offian Gilbretli, and other proponents of scientific management promoted the 
elevation of administrative efficiency and production ability as the primary goal of 
management (Bakd，Post, & Mahon, 1990). These supporters of scientific management
proposed that: (1) In the industrial production process, money, material, men, and 
macMnes (the four M's) are the major elements for obtaining economic benefits. (2) Men 
and machine are the same. They have to be organized, managed, and controlled. (3) 
Money or economic rewards are the major motivators; thus, economic rewards must be 
manipulated and controlled so as to induce workers to work hard. (4) Pmdshment, 
penalty, and control must be used to manage workers1 pasavity and laziness. (5) Emotions 
must not be portrayed (Landy & Trambo, 1976, p. 77).
Scientific management highlighted work efficiency and ignored workers' mental 
proclivities. Managers promoted the production fimction, as their only goaL To motivate 
workers to embrace work efficiency, managers over-stressed material gains and stimulated 
employees with, economic rewards, thereby enhancing the wfllingness to work hard for 
monetary compensation. As a result of tMs trend, "industrial psychology" was referred to 
as "economic psychology" (Landy & Trambo, 1976), Material upgrades and salary raises 
became noticeable in organizations; it appeared that these trends related to job 
satisfaction. However, job satisfaction stil remained a problem; employee satisfaction did 
not appear commensurate wrth the efforts exerted by management.
Thirty years later, industrial developmmt got more and more progressive, 
production became more complicated, en^loyees became more variable to the 
orgamration, so that the traditional scientific management perspective revealed 
shortcommgs and lost its influence. Thus，the 伽dy of the enqiloyees' attitude and the 
relationship of attitudes and behavior became the research focus (Porter & Lawler, 1968),
Mayo and RoetMisberger of the Hawthorne studies, indicated that employees' affective 
facets mfluen.ce work behavior. Among the influential factors, social and mental processes 
are the most crucial determk胆ts ofjob satisfaction and productivity (Lk, 1976). The 
Hawthorne studies, conducted between 1927 and 1932, showed that err^loyers could 
improve work efficiency by improving the physical environment and by attending to the 
relationship between employees' work attitudes and work behavior. Good social 
relationsMp enhances work efficiency by motivating group members towards a strong 
desire to work and by letting group members know the value and si^iificance of their 
indmdual and collective efforts. As a result of the Hawthorne studies, scholars and 
managers began to pay more attention to encouragkg and satisfying orgamzatiou 
members, thereby imtiating studies ofjob satisfection (Hoy & Miskel, 1982).
Hoppock (1935) first conceptualized and systematically researched "job 
satisfaction.H In Job Satisfaction ( 1935). Hoppock analyzed a survey ofjob satisfaction 
with data from 309 employees. He found that people working at different job levels 
experienced d iffe r_  levels ofjob satisfection. He found that the higher the job position, 
the higher the level ofjob satkfection (Landy et aL» 1976; Hoy et ai» 1978), Hoppock1 s 
study enphasized that external fectors, such as job posMon, affect job satis&ctioii.
Coch, and French. (1948) pointed out the m^ortance of personal attitudes and 
feelmgs towards one's job (Porter et aL, 1968). Herzberg's (1959) "Two Factor Theory," 
uprooted conventional thinkmg about job satisfection, and influenced subsequent job 
satisfectioE studies (Kassem & Jotsn, 1973). Herzberg found that some special features,
for example, accomplishment, c祖 be caJled "satisfiers", because they relate closely to job 
satisfection, wMle other features, for example, salary can be called "dissatisfiers", bee麵se 
they closely relate to job dissatisfaction. Such factors - satisfiers and dissatisfiers - form 
the foundation of the two-factor theory.
Vroom (1964) introduced the expectancy theory of job satisfaction, proposing 
that job satisfaction relates to personal e^ectation. Job satisfaction is a strategy for 
approaching a goal or personal satisfection. Expectancy theory holds that motivation 
derives from what people expect to happen as a result of their efforts; feeHngs of 
satisfaction or dissatisfaction depend on the value the individual places on the outcome 
received, and perfonmnce mfluences fixture behavior by altering the effort-to-performance 
and performance-to-OEtcome expectations (Baird, Post, & Mahon, 1990).
Adams (1965) elaborated on Vroom's theory, and proposed that job satisfaction is 
a fimction of perceived fairness and equity. Equity theory states that motivation derives 
from the equity people perceive to exist between their circumstances and comparable 
situations. If workers feel under-rewarded or over-rewarded for their performance, they 
wiU be dissatisfied and will be motivated to restore equity. Perceived inequity results 
when workers feel that the rewards they receive for their efforts are unequal to the 
rewards of other persons who exert similar efforts. Workers cou^are input (e.g., 
education, mtdligence, traming, seniority, effort, experience) and outcome (e.g., pay, 
promotions, raises, praise, esteem of co-workers, feelings of accomplishment). Employees
who feel their ratio of inputs to outcomes is less (or more) than that of others will be 
dissatisfied and will try to restore equity (Baird, Post, & Mahon, 1990).
Although it beg 祖 in the area of business and industry, job satisfaction theory is 
widely applied. In addition, to appEcations in business and industry, job satisfaction 
theories have been, applied to education, starting with. Hoppock's (1935) survey of 500 
teachers. He found that teachers with Mgh job satisfaction not only had better social 
relationships with their superiors and colleagues; they also had much less personal and 
psychological problems.
More recent research on teacher job satisfection indicates that, generally, college 
teachers are satisfied with their work but dissatisfied with working conditions (Konicek,
1992). Additionally, internal and external fectors relate significantly to satisfaction, and 
dissatisfaction. (Neal, 1990), Recent findings also diow that dissatisfiction tends to be 
school and system centered, and relates more to school structure or admmislratioii. 
Satisfection, on the other h紐4  tends to be more human and affective in nature (Dinham,
1994).
More specifically, studies have found that teachers' greatest sources of 
satisfection are student acMevement, chan^ng student behavior and attitudes, recognition 
from others, self growth,腿贫ery of subject content and teacMng skffls, and good relations 
with studoits, parents, and other teachers. Sources of diffiatisfection inclucie relationsMps 
with, superiors, large class azes, lack of resources, lack of respect from students and from 
society (Dinham, 1994). Zelazek (1994) found that teachers are generally dissatisfied
witli the level of support from parents and the community, wkh salaries or fringe benefits 
of teaching, and with opportunities for advancement. Sorcinelfi and Billings (1992) found 
that work stress increased and job satisfection decreased over time. SorckelH and Billings 
also found that budgetary constraints and the lack of resources were dissatisfiers, because 
they were seen, as detrimental to career advancement. An important unpHcation of these 
recent findings is that intrinsic and extrinsic job characteristics relate significantly to 
satisfection, and therefore, leaders should increase thek awareness of these job 
characteristics and of faculty needs. They should promote a climate where feculty can 
exert more control over the design, and operation of their work enwonmeiit.
Most research on job satisfection is based on theories of motivation (Virtue,
1992). The followmg three related models w il be discussed: Maslow*s need-Merarchy 
theory, Herzberg's two-fector theory, and Vroom's expectancy theory. These models are 
of particular relevance to guiding professional practice that seeks to build teacher 
motfvation and commitment (Clm, 1993).
Maslow, in, 1962, conceptualized a Merarchy of needs arranged in the followmg 
order of priority (Good & Brophy, 1990).
1. Physiological needs (sleep, tMrst)
2. Safety needs (freedom from danger, anxiety, or psychological threat)
3. Love needs (acceptance from parents, teachers, peers)
4. Esteem needs (mastery experiences, confidence in one's ability)
5. Needs for self-actuaHzatioa (creative self-expresston, attempt to satisfy one's 
curiosity).
Wheii the lowest order needs are satisfied, Mgher-order needs appears; then the 
individual attempts to satisfy that higher order need, wMch has greater potency (Owens,
1991).
Abdel-Halim (1980) used MasloWs model and postulated that job satisfaction is 
based upon meeting the various levels of needs. Satisfied needs do not motivate, but 
unsatisfied needs do. Stated in another manner, once basic extrinsic needs are satisfied, 
intrinsic needs assume greater importance (Strauss et aL» 1976).
Many orgamzations fail to recognize tMs, and follow, instead, McGregor's Theory 
X, assuuung workers dislike work and wish to avoid responsibility. Often, work is 
structured in such a fediion that individuals are condemned to isolation, dependence, and 
the minima! use of their abilities (Strauss et al» 1976).
Theoiy Y orgamzations operate on the assumption that people Ike to work, want 
to acMeve, are proud of their talents and want to see those talents utilized. To adhere to 
this theory, management should create condJtions where workers have an opportunity to 
egress their ideas and make the most of their talents (Brodinsky et ai, 1983). On the
other hand, OucM's (1982) Theory Z recognizes a participative management style wMch is 
closely related to morale, motivation, and effectiveness - three factors critical to needs 
satisfaction.
The motivation-liygieiie theory, developed by Herzberg (1966) and discussed by 
Miner and Miner (1973), identifies two classes ofjob factors. One class includes extrinsic 
job factors that cause dissatisfaction with a job, for example, salary, fringe benefits, type of 
supemsion, working conditions, climate of work group, and attitudes and policies of the 
adxm ii i s trationu "Thie otJbidr c Ih ss  m c h id c s  m tT m sic j o b  i^oto irs，^ vlucii. hjt6 [ e la t e d  to j o b  
satisfaction, for example, acMevement, recognition, the challenge of the work itself 
responsibility, ad¥ancement and promotion, and personal or professional growth.
The motivation-hy运ene theory is as applicable to teachers as it is to professionals 
m business and industiy, because the theory deals with, both job content (motivators) and 
job context (hygiene or maintenance) (DuBrin, 1984). Herzberg (1966) argued that 
fectors ofjob satisfectioii relate to what teachers do, ^sfle fectors of dissati^ction relate 
to the situation in. which teachers work. Ser^ovauni (1969) stated 也at the fectors which 
contributed to teacher work satisfection were acMevement, recognition, and responsibility; 
teacher dissati^ctioa was related to school policy and admmistration, inteipersoEal 
relations, nature of superviaon, and personal life. GreCTiberg (1980) suggested that the
level of extrinsic or intrinsic motivation present in the work is what primarily contributes 
to teachers' job satisfection.
Savage (1967), using interviews to obtain data from Georgia teachers,紐d 
Wickstrom (1971), discussing a study of teachers, found that Herzberg's theory was 
generally supported. Sergiovanni (1969), after replicating Herzberg’s work among 
teachers in the k te 1960s, reported that the theory appears to be supported. He made the 
point that advancement, frequently an kcportant motivator in studies conducted in private 
sector corporations, was missing in the study of teachers (Owens, 1991).
College presidents need to be concerned with both extrmac and intrmsic rewards. 
Herzberg's Two-Factor Theory (1966) can, provide them with a copdtive map for 
ensuring that administrative, organizational, and teaching practices provide for both 
extrinsic and mtrksic rewards.
Although there are various models of expectancy theory, the best faiown and most 
widely used is that developed by Vroom, ^ o s e  work focused especially on the 
motfvation of en^loyees m orgamzations (Owois, 1991), The expectancy theory is based 
◎n the concept that the worker may rationally expect that dearable rewards are likely to 
be the predictable outcome of certain behavior. There are two basic assumptions in this 
theory. First, indmduals make decisions about their o賴l behavior in organizations, using 
their abilities to think, reason, and 胆tic每ate fiiture events. Motivation is a conscious
process. Indmduals subjectively assess expected outcomes, personal gains or 
consequences of their behavior, and then decide how to behave. The second assmr^tion 
is that the mteraction of individuals and the envkonment determines behavior. Personal 
values and attitudes interact with enwonmental factors such as role expectations and 
organizational climate to mold behavior.
Vroom.s model of expectancy theory depends on three concepts: valence, 
mstramentality, and expectancy (Burk, 1991). Owens (1991) explains each as follows: 
Valence refers to the degree of preference one has for a potential outcome. Valence can 
be either positive (desired) or negative (not desired). In short, valence defines what 祖 
indtvidual wants from a job. For the concept of valence, outcome represents the 
consequence of one's behavior; fir^-levei outcome is the direct, or immediate, 
consequence of one's behavior; second-level outcome refers to the personal impact that 
the first-level outcome has on the indiviciiiaL Expectancy is the belief that a behavior w il 
result in predictable, first-level outcome. Instrumentality refers to the strength of the 
correlation between the first-level outcome (e.g., m^roved test scores) and the 
second-level outcome (e.g., being granted tenure).
The basic notions of tMs theory are: (1) one e?qieriences motivations k  varying 
mtenaties, depmding upon, the complex interplay of valeace-e耶ectancy-iastrumeiitality, 
(2) one usually wffl. choose to behave in response to the motivational forces that are 
strongest, and (3) one is motivated by e je c te d  events and Hkety outcomes of alternative 
ways of deaUng with them (Owens, 1991).
Miskel, DeFrain, and Wilcox (1980) concluded that the anticipation of successful 
performance by teachers was a necessary requkement for job satisfaction. In order to be 
motivated, teachers need to believe that they will be successM in doing what is necessary 
to obtain desired rewards. Therefore, admmistrators should provide conditions that 
enhance teachers' anticipation of desirable and significant rewards (Chu, 1993).
Related Instruments and Their Results
Leadsr^LQ ri^lM ieas
Bensimon (1988,1989) used the Leadership Orientations Questionnaire to study 
college presidents and found that multiframe presMmts were viewed as more effective 
than single-frame presidents. Bensunon also found that presidents who relied solely on the 
structural frame were particulariy Mkefy to be seen as ineffective leaders. He also found 
that presidents thought they relied on more frames thaa their colleagues saw them use.
Boiman (1989) used the Leaderdi^ Orientations Questionnaire to study a group of 
European, managers from a multinational corporation and found that these managers rated 
themselves Mgher on the human resource and symbolic frames than did their colleagues, 
but lower on the structural and political frames.
Collmer (1989) used the lob Descriptive Index to survey 200 teachers in 
thirty-foui school districts. The study focused on the extent to wMch. teacher-perceived
attitudes of principals directly influenced how the teacher rated job satisfection. CoEmefs 
research suggested that the satisfaction, motivation, and human relations aspects of 
teacMng must be considered by school admmistrators. Principals are urged to develop 
meaningM two-way commumcation with their teachers. Research (Collmer, 1989) also 
indicated that job dissatisfaction produced low morale, absenteeism, and inept or uncaring 
teachers, and that effective schools had strong leaders and teachers who were caring and 
dedicated.
Ozumba (1987) used The Job Descr^tive Index to survey 400 secondary school 
teachers ia 祖 effort to determine the relationdiip between administrative leadership style 
and teacher job satisfaction. The author found: 1) significaiit differences in. the teachers' 
perception of their principals* leadersMp styles: autocratic, democratic, laissez-faire, etc; 2) 
a si^ificant relationship between perceived leadership style and several aspects ofjob 
satisfection indudiiig work, aipervision, and co-workers; 3) no relationship between 
satisfaction with, pay and perceived leadership style.
Wilcox (1992) used the Revised Job Descriptive Index to survey 1,091 Mgh school 
teachers for a study of the relationship among teachers' perception of the Mgh school 
principals* leadersh^ styles, job satisfection, and teacher morale. The fiadings indicated 
that leadership styles usually predict degree ofjob satisfection and teacher morale. 
Furthermore, team or participatory leadership style accounted for a signMcant amount of 
unique variance in predicting job satisfection.
The Job Descriptive Index, or IDI, covers five principal facets: work, pay, 
promotions, supemsion, and coworkers (Smkh, KaidaU, & HuHn, 1969, 1985). This 
instrument has proved reliable 祖d valid, and is very widely used (Cranny, Smith, & Stone,
1992).
Summaiy
Research, supports the precept that, in general, a leadefs effectiveness is based 
upon lc 8 dcr ship style 3ud 3H appropriate ni3tcli of that style to th© situation m winch the
leader fimctions. College presidents as leaders "must create something new out of 
somethmg old: out of an old vision, they must develop and communicate a new vision and 
get others not onty to see this vision but also to commit themselves to it" (Tichy & Ulrich, 
1984, p. 59). Effective preadents create condMons to he^ teachers realize their values, 
and provide professional autonomy, daily recogeMon, and mcourage involvemeEt in 
decision makmg (Chu, 1993, p.78),
Brodinsky (1984) coacluded that slreiigtlieiimg job satisfaction in the school 
environment resulted in m^roved productivity. Teachers satisfied with, their job tend to 
be more committed to the job, more creative, prouder of the job, less frequently absent, 
and more carmg for students (Mifler & Spark, 1984; Snrith, 1984). PresMents’ motivation 
of teacliCTS should be grounded ia shared values, en^owermeat, and cooperation 
(Clm,1993). When preadents and teachers aipport each other, a positive emotional 
climate is created that pervades the atmo 印 here of the aitire school (Collmer, 1989).
The trend toward more comprehensive, multiJframe approaches is rapidly gathering 
momentum (Boiman & Deal, 1991). Boiman and Deal's (1984, 1991) four frames 
(stracture, human, resource, political, and symbolic) help researchers and practitioners 
understand orgamzations and leadership. How well the frames work depends on both the 
situation and the skills of the person who appEes the frames approach. Each, of the frames 
can be applied well or poorly, depending on the skills and artistry of the indMduaL Most 
leaders or managers feel more comfortable and confident with some of the frames than 
with others, but many are also surprised to leam that they can discover new possibilities 
and expand their own. leadership effectiveness by practicing and applying frames outside 
their usual range of behavior.
TMs study attempts to enhance the understandmg ofleadershqi effectiveness by 
investigating the reiationdiip between leaderdup 卿le and job satisfection. LeadersMp 
research indicates that personal attributes, behavioral attributes, and situational fectors 
affect leadership and leadership affects employee satisfection (Stogdifl, 1985). Research 
has identified several enviroiim.ental» mdMdual, and task-related fectors that influence 
employee satisfection. and perfonmnce, Bolmaii and Deal (1991) proposed a four-frame 
leadership theory that collectively takes mto account m◎懿 personal, behavioral, and 
situational factors. The four frame model is used to inve^igate presidents of Taiwan 
junior colleges, TMs model collectively provides usefiil insights into fecets of leadership 
which cannot be appreciably discerned by looking at only isolated con^onents of the
model The four frame model will be used to determine the extent to which presidents’ 
behavior influences aspects of the job itself superviaon, pay, co-workers, and promotion.
CHAPTER THREE 
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
Introduction
Hie purpose of this dissertation is to investigate the relationship between the 
leadership styles of Taiwanese junior coEege presidents and teacher job satisfaction. In 
this chapter, the major variables examined are identified and defined; the procedures, 
mstrumentatioii, sample selection, data coEection, and analytical techniques are described.
Variables
The dependent variable under consideratioii is teacher job satisfection. The 
independent variable is presidents' leadership style. Teacher job satisfection is 
operationalized as the feelings workers have about thek jobs or job e^eriences. 
Presidents' leadership style is operationalized as structural, kmnm  resource, political, 
symbolic, or my combination of the foux~frame perspective ofBolrnfl.ii sud Deal (199 i).
Research Deagii
The research question, and review of the related literature indicate certain 
mstitutional and personal fectors that affect presidents' leadershqi style and teacher job 
satisfaction. Institutional fectors which affect president's leadersk^ style include school 
status and aze. Personal factors include: president's age and job tenure, fiistkutional 
factors wMch affect job satisfaction, are school status and size. Personal fectors include:
teacher's sex, age, length, of service, educational background, position or academic rank, 
and administrative task,
LeideisMp^Styls
There are four organizational frames in which a college president's leadership 贫yle 
can be classified: structural, human resource, political, and symbolic (Bolmaii & Deal, 
1991). TMs study determined the dominant frame of junior college presidents in Taiwan. 
The responses to questionnaire items provided information about presidents' and teachers' 
perceptions of presidents' leadership style. Participants were asked to indicate the extent 
to which certain statements are true (See 4£Preddent’s Leaderdi^ Orientations 
Que贫io皿aire”, Appendix C and part one of 4cPresMent’s Leaderdup Orientations and 
Teachers lob Satisfection Questioimaire”，Appendix D). The items represent behaviors 
pertinent to each ofthe four frames. The use of one dommant frame or multiple frames 
will be determined by the ratings of the partic^ants. The re印 onses of teachers of each 
college will be averaged, H e  assessment of each, presidmt's frame wifl be based on the 
mean ofthe responses ofthe teachers in each college,
H e  items in the questionnaires for teachers and presidents were ordered in fours 
so that each, o fthe four frames (structural, human resource, political, symbolic) was 
represented in tom. For exan^le, 32 items in. the teachers, questionnaire represented each
frames as follows: (1) structural frame: items 50, 54, 58, 62, 66, 70, 74, 78; (2) human 
resource frame: 51, 55, 59, 63, 67, 71, '75, 79; 3) political frame: 52, 56, 60, 64, 68, 72,
76, 80; (4) symbolic frame: 53, 57, 61，65, 69, 73, 77, 81.
The mean was calculated for each frame: M l (structural), M2 (human resource),
M3 (poMcal), M4 (symbolic). Responses from teachers and presidents were calculated, 
and means obtained for each respondent. For example, for each frame, teacher A” 
received M l-a, M2-a, M3-a, M4-a. If a teacher’s mean was larger than the calculated 
frame mean, that teacher’s president uses that frame. Thus, if M l-a > M l, teacher A’s 
president uses the structural frame. If a teacher’s mean was smaller than or equal to a 
calculated frame me 胆，that teacher’s president does not use the frame. Thus, if M2-a < 
M2» teacher A did not perceive Ms or her president as using the human resource frame.
As stated earlier, the same procedure was used to detennine how preadaits view their 
own use of the four frames.
Teacher job satisfaction was measured by the lob Descriptive Index developed by 
Smith, KendaU, and Hufin (1969). The scale conaders overall job satisfection and 
important fecets ofjob satisfectiou. The modified version of the index used in tMs study is 
called Junior College Teachers lob Satisfection Questionnaire. The five dimeasions ofjob 
satisfection covered are the teacMng job itself school enwonmeiit, adnmustration 
/supervisioii, job remimeratioii, and promotion. The degree of teacher job satisfaction was
detemmiecl by the ratings of job satisfaction on the Junior College Teacher lob 
Satisfection Questionnaire.
Figure 1，the Theoretical Framework ofthe Study, summarizes the relationships 
among the institutional and personal fectors, president's leadersMp style, and teacher job 
satisfaction. The research, questions (p. 8) posed the relationships among the variables. 
Arrow Q1 represents the relationship between job satisfection, and teachers' perception of 
presidents* leaderdiip frames (Does degree of job satisfaction relate to teachers， 
perception of leadership frame?). Q2 portrays the degree of agreement or congruence 
between presidents' self-perception of leadership frames used and teachers' perception of 
presidents' frame (T o  what degree do teachers’ perception of presidents’ leadership frame 
agree with presidents5 self-perception of leadership frame used?). QS1 represents the first 
subsidiary question. It portrays the rektiondiq) between leadership frames and personal 
m d  institutional fectors which may mfluence leadersh^ frames ( Does the leadersMp frame 
of presidents differ significantly with such. presidCTts’ demo藥apMcs as school status, 
school size, presMents’ age and presMenls，job tenure?). QS2 represents the second 
subsidiary research question. It portrays the relationsh^ between, teacher job satisfaction 
and certain, institutioiial and personal factors that may influence teachers' perception of job 
satisfectiott (Do teachers’ perceptions of job satisfection vary with such teacher 
demographies as geader, age job tenure, educational backgroimd, academic position, 
school status, and school aze?).
Q2
Figure 1. Theoretical Framework of the Study
Instrumentation
The 41-item survey instrument is based on Smith, Kendall, and Hulk's (1969) 72- 
item lob Description Index (JDI). The data collected through admmistration of 
questionnaire served to determine teachers' perception about their job (teaching) in general 
and about five specific aspects of teaching: teaching itself emdronment, 
administrative/supervision, promotion, and job remuneration.
The lob Description Index (JDI) is applicable to all job situations. TMs 
investigation focused on teacMng; therefore, original terminology was altered to reflect the 
teaching situation. For example, the designations of four of the five JDI subscales - work, 
coworkers, supemsion, pay, and promotion - were changed respectively as follows: 
teacMng itself envkonjnenit ( includes other critical con^onents of the wor^Iace, 
students, for instance), administrative/supeivisioii (reflects situations where teachers may 
have some adminislrative fimction that may not be ■pervisory 1e nature), job 
remimeratioii (reflects benefits or compeEsation m addMon to salanes or pay), 
scPromotion’，was not changed,
AH 72 items of tiie original were not u^d ; neither were the exact wording of the 
selected items used. Odier items and wordings more appropriate for teachers were 
obtained from the literature or suggested by educators. Fifty-two items were generated
and submitted for review to scholars, experts, educational administrators, and experienced 
teachers. ITie purposes of the review were: to modify the contents and language of the 
questionnaire, and to determine whether the items were consistent with the concept of job 
satisfaction, the purpose of the study and the research questions. Several items were 
deleted or revised. The final questionnaire consisted of 41 items, with five categories of 
Likert-type rehouses, from 1 (4Very dissatisfied") to 5 ("very satisfied"). The JDI has 
three response categories (Yes, No, ? (? suggests uncertainty)). Hie Modified JDI 
developed for this study has a five-point Likert scale which gives respondents more 
flexibility in indicating their perceptions.
The items on the .final questionnaire were ordered in five’s, so tliat one item for 
each sub scale was represented in turn, as follows: (1) teaching itself: items 9, 14, 19, 24, 
29, 34, 39, 44; (2) enwonment: 10, 15, 20, 25, 30, 35, 40, 45; (3) 
administrative/supervision: 11, 16, 21, 26, 31，36, 41» 46; (4) job remuneration: 12, 17, 
22, 27, 32, 37, 42, 47; (5) promotion: 13, 18, 23, 28, 33, 38, 43, 48. The overall mean 
was calculated for each sub scale. The mean of responses of each respondent was also 
calculated. Rather than use JDFs items for job satisfection in. general (respondents’ 
perception of their overall job satisfaction), tMs investigation used the con^osite mean fo[ 
the five subscales.
E k u s s tk g
The Teacher lob Satisfaction Questionnaire was pilot tested at CMen-Kuo Junior 
College of Technology and Commerce. The "pilot" subjects were sent a statement about 
the piupose of the survey and were asked for reaction to, and suggestions regarding, 
readability, understanding, ease of completion, and clarity of each. item. The data 
collected were used to estimate the reliability of the in.strameEt.
Following the coUection of the data, the reliability of the mstrament was assessed, 
using Gay5 s (1994) criterion of ,70 as the acceptable reliability coefficient. The degree of . 
reliability was determmed by Cronbach's alpha. Based on the statistical analysis of data 
from 40 teachers, the procedure resulted in. the following alpha coefficients: teaching itself 
,83; school envffonment ,68; administrative supervision, ,92; job remuneration, .73; 
promotion,. 86, Total or overall job satisfection is .95. Because the reliability coefficient 
of aH but one dkn.CT.sioii as w el as the combined dimensions exceed the .70 criterion, the 
questionnaire is conadered reEable.
Hie contract validity of the teacher job satisfection questionnaire was determined 
by e冲erts (ie.» college level educators) in the U.S. and Taiwan. These persons included 
deans of industrial education programs and chaiipersoiis of departments of psychology. 
They were asked to examine the contents of the questionnaire to ensure that the contents, 
research purpose, and items matched. The educators were asked \dietlier each, item of the
measure represented the construct "job satisfaction” and whether the language was dear. 
If the response was negative, the educator was asked to suggest items and language that 
improved the item These experts or educators approved items that represented the 
construct "job satisfaction" and the five aspects considered; likewise, they suggested items 
for replacement, deletion, or revision for those items that did not sufficiently represent the 
constructs. Items that received negative responses were replaced by the suggested items 
and resubmitted to the experts for revahiation. The Teacher lob Description Index was 
considered construct valid when it received 祖 affirmative from all educators.
Lsailgrsfe^riM talkM -QMstimnakg 
The Leadership (Mentation Questionnaire was developed by Boiman and Deal 
(1991) to measure the four organmtional frames along the eight (parenthesized) 
dimensions: 1) human resource frame (supportive, partic^ative), 2) stractural frame 
(analytic, organized), 3) political frame (powerfiJ, adroit), 4) symbolic frame 
(inspirational, charismatic). The djmensions are defined as follows (Bohnan & Deal, 
1991),
1. Human Resource Dimensions
(a) Supportive - concerned about the feelmgs of others; supportive and 
responsive.
(b) Participative - fosters partic^ation and kvolvement; listens and is open 
to new ideas.
2. Structural Dimensions
(a) Analytic - thinks clearly and logically; approaches problems with, facts 
and attends to detail.
(b) Organized - develops clear goals and policies; hold people accountable 
for results.
3. PoEtical .Dimensions
' (a) Powerful - persuasive, Mgh level of ability to mobilize people and
resources; effective at building alliances and support,
(b) Adroit - politically sensitive and skUM; a skiMil negotktor in face of 
conflict and opposition,
4. Symbolic Dimensions
(a) fnspirational - inspires others to loyalty and enthusiasm; communicates 
a strong sense of vision.
(b) Charismatic - imagmative, emphasizes cuJture and values; is MgWy 
charismatic.
The Leadership Orientation Questionnaire has two parallel forms. Presidents rate 
themselves on one form; subordinates (e.g., teachers) rate presidents on the other. The 
forms employ two different approaches to measuring leadersh^ frames. The first section 
uses a 5-pomt rating scale, organized around the eight dimensioiis of leadersMp. The 
second section of the mstrament contains a series of forced-choice items. Each item gives
four options, aHowing respondents to rank responses from 4 (most like this mdMdual) to 
1 (least like this individual).
Reliability and Validity
The items for each, scale were selected from a larger pool generated by Boiman 
and Deal and their colleagues. The mstrament was pilot tested on populations of both 
students and managers to assess the internal reliability of each scale. The mstrament is 
now in its third iteration, and internal reliability is very Mgh; Cronbach's alpha for each, 
frame measure ranges from .91 to .93 (Bohmn & Deal, 1991).
According to Kerlkger (1973), a construct cm  be validated by using factor 
analysis to verify the initial conception ofthe construct. Boiman and Deal (1991) used 
factor analysis to determine the ext ait to wMch the items in their mstrument measured 
each the four frames. ITiey reported that their 祖atyses conastently produced factors 
associated with, the frames and that the four largest &ctors corresponded to the four 
frames. Their results indicated that the measures are content as well as construct valid.
Sample Selection
The target populatioii for tMs study included presidents and full-time teachers of 
all Taiwanese public and private five, three, and two-year junior colleges,
According to Taiwan's Department of Technological and Mini^ry of 
Vocational Education, there were 71 junior colleges (12 public, 59 private) during the
1.994 academic year. The process of random sampling was used to select 24 junior 
colleges (4 public, 20 private) in the first stage of sample selection. All 24 presidents were 
included in the study. In the second stage, 10% of the fiill time teachers from each of the 
.24 colleges were selected through the process of convenient sampling. The president of 
each college was asked to identify and select the teachers. Subsequently, the total sample 
size was 24 presidents and 403 teachers.
Data Collection
Two kstraments were used to gather data for this study. The Leadership 
Orientations Questionnaire allowed presidents to rate themselves and also allowed 
teachers to rate the presidents. The Teacher lob Satisfection Questionnaire allowed 
teachers to indicate thek perceived level of satisfection with thek jobs. The teachers' 
instrument was titled "President's Leaderdiq? Orientations and Teachers Job Satisfaction 
Questiomiaire**，since it contained both the leaderskq? and job satisfaction sections.
Both, questionnaires were mailed to the presidents of the 24 junior colleges on 
September 25, 1995, Each president was requested to complete one Presidents' 
Leadership Orientations Questionnaire and to diMribute the Teachers' Questionnaire to the 
feculty members, who were conveniently selected by the presidait. The presidents were 
also requested to collect and mail the con^leted questionnaires to two professors who 
assisted the researcher in fadBtatmg tMs study in Taiwan. H e  college presidents provided 
them with information regardmg the faculty members selected for the study. The
professors made follow-up telephone calls to presidents and teachers who did not return 
their questionnaires wkhM two weeks. By October 20, 1995, the researcher had received 
20 (83.3%) presidents' questionnaires and 296 (73.4%) teachers' questionnaires. All 20 
(83.3%) of the presidents' questionnaires were usable; two hundred eighty-two (282) or 
70.0% ofthe teachers' questionnaires were usable. Discarded questionnaires consisted of 
those that were incomplete and those which did not meet the criteria for participation. To 
facilitate statistical analyses, the usable questiomaires were coded and a computer file 
estabEshed through the use ofthe SPSS software package.
Analysis ofthe Data 
Of the returned questionnaires, only the fiJly completed ones were used for 
analyses. The data were analyzed by t-test, ANOVA, CM-Square, and Scheffe's test for 
making pairwise comparisons. All variables were subjected to a descriptive analysis that 
yielded frequencies, percentages, means, standard deviations, and alpha coefficients. In 
keeping with the convention of empirical research, the results of tMs study were tested at 
the 0.05 level of significance.
The t-test for two group con^arisons was used to determine significant 
differCTices in: 1) leadership behavior and presideats' age, tenure, and school status, and 2) 
teachers’ gender, admmistrative task, school status, and job satisfection.
Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to: 1》determkc differences in leadersMp 
style by school size, 2) determke differences in teacher job satisfaction with age, tenure，
education, academic rank, and school size, and 3) deternune differences in leadersMp style, 
overaM job satisfaction, and specific dimeiisions ofjob satisfection. In aU of these tests, 
Sclieffe's method was used to perform all possible pairwise comparisons between the 
means, to find out which means differ significantly. CM-Square analysis determined the 
degree of agreement between teachers’ perception of presidents’ frame and presidents’ 
self perception. All tests were conducted at the 0.05 level of si^iificance.
CHAPTER FOUR 
RESULTS OF THE STUDY 
The purpose of tMs dissertation was to investigate the relationship between the 
leadersMp styles of Taiwanese junior college presidents and teacher job satisfaction. TMs 
chapter presents the results of the study.
Questionnaires were distributed to 24 presidents and 403 teachers. The return rate 
was 83.3% (20) for presidents and 70,0% (282) for teachers. These questionnaires were 
fally completed, and therefore usable. Data were analyzed by t-tests, ANOVA, CM- 
square, and Sclieffe's test for comparing contrasts.
Descriptive statistics (means, standard devktions, frequencies, and percentages) 
are presented in. appropriate tables. All analyses were computed with the use of the SPSS 
program The significance of the results was tested at the .05 level
Teachers1 demographic data include school status (public or private) and size, 
gender, age, length of service, educational level, academic rank, and administrative tasks. 
Presidents' demographics include school status and size, age, and length of service. Tables 
4-1 and 4-2 provide percentages and frequencies for teachers and presidents, respectively. 
The results of the study are discussed in Chapter Five (pages 80 through. 92 ).
Addressmg the Research, Questions
The following procedures were used to answer each, of the research questions. 
Research Question. One: What is the relationdi^ between, teachers' perception of their
D em gicM £^M ajQ £R e._—M _
R i^ o ia ^ sX T e ic E e rJ^ " ^  "" Frequency Percentage
TT^cEooTStatis 1 — ™~
Public 51 18.1 %
Private 231 81.9%
2. School Size
under 3000 51 18.1 %
3001- 5000 109 ' 38.7 %
over 5001 122 42.2 %
3. Gender
Male 190 67.4 %
Female 92 32.6 %
4, Age
under or 29 years old 34 12.1 %
30 - 39 years old 175 62.0 %
40 - 49 years old 53 18.8 %
50- 59 years old 15 5.3 %
60 years old or above 5 1.8 %
5. Length of Service
1 - 3  years 86 30.5 %
4 -1 0  years 131 46.5 %
11-15 years 29 10.2 %
16 - 20 years ' 16 5.7 %
21 years or more 20 7.1 %
6. Educational Level
Doctor 24 8 J  %
Master 210 744 %
Bachelor 38 13.5 %
Junior College 7 2.5 %
Other 3 1.1 %
7. Position Rank
Professor 9 3.2 %
Associate Professor 38 13.5 %
Assistant ftofessor 2 ,7 %
Instructor 216 76,6 %
Assistant 17 6.0 %
8. Administrative Task
Yes 117 41.5 %
No 165 58.5 %
Table 4-2
DernQgacM^Data of Respondents
Reipoi3CTts~7Risile5t) — Frequency Percentage
1. School Status
Public 3 15 %
Private 17 85 %
2. School Size
under 3000 3 15 %
3001 - 5000 6 30%
over 5001 11 55 %
3. Age
under 44 years old 
45 yrs old or above
2 10%
18 90%
4. Time on the lob
under or 6 years 5 15 %
7 years or more 15 75 %
presidents' leadership frame and teachers' general job satisfaction? TMs study 
operationalized teachers' perception of leadership frames as the number and type of 
frames used by their presidents. Thus, two sub-questions here were how many frames 
each presidait used and which frame or combination of frames were used. Tables 4-3 
and 4-4 show frequencies and percentages of teachers* response to each ofthe 
sub-questions, respectivefy.
The results from the question on the number of frames (Table 4-3) indicate that 
two-frame style received the Mghest frequency (94/33.3%) and 31 respondents reported 
no frame, suggesting that perhaps, for those individuals, the presidents' leadersMp frame 
was unclear or imprecise. Perceived use of one, three, and four frames received equal 
frequencies.
How Many Frames? Frequency Percentages Valid N
0 Frame 31 11.0% 282
One Frame 56 19.9 % 282
Two Frames 94 33.3% 282
T%ee Frames 50 17,7% 282
tour Frames 51 18.1% 282
Regarding the second subsidiaiy question (which frames do presidents use?), 
human resource, political, and symbolic frames received almost equal frequencies; 
whereas, structural was lower (Table 4-4).
Table 4-4
WMch Frames Do..Em sidentslM Zileagto^Jeig^M Q al
WMch Frames? Frequency Percentages Valid M
Structural 131 46.4 282
Human Resource 158 56.0 282
Political 155 55,0 282
Symbolic 154 54.6 282
The relationship between teacher job satisfaction and the type and number of 
frames was of interest to this researcher. As indicated in Table 4-5, the results show no 
significant relationsMp between teachers' perception of the type of frame (structural, 
human resource, political, symbolic) and general job satisfaction.
ScaleM M SD F- Value P- Value
Stractural 3,8715 .4487 ,6473 .5849
Human Resource 3.8722 .4657
Political 3,8083 .5220
Symbolic 3.8652 .4499
No significance.
The results on number of frames used，however, indicate that teachers who thought 
their presidents used multiple frames are more satisfied than teachers who thought their 
presidents used single frames. As Table 4-6 portrays, general job satisfaction increases 
with, the number of frames used. Teachers who perceived their presidents as using none 
ofthe four frames are the least satisfied, as the mean (M=3.1213) indicates; while 
teachers who perceived their presidents as using all. four frames are the most satisfied 
(M=4.1286).
Table 4-6
Mean. St雛dard DeviatioiL.Q£figaeaIlQMM i^£ ti^m „M m fe^£ l£ im g £ „
Scale M SD F value P-Value
0 Frame (G l) 3,1213 .5411 50.7573 .0000***
One Frame (G2) 3.2580 .3744
Two Frames (G3) 3.6595 .3830
Three Frames (G4) 3,9458 .3603
Four Frames (G5) 4.1286 .4234
Table 4-7 gives the results for multiple comparisons of general job satisfaction, and 
number o f frames (fro通  group i, representing 0 frame, to group 5, representing 4 
frames). The results show some significant differences between groups. Group 3 (two 
frames) was more satisfied than groups 1 and 2; group 4 was more satisfied than groups 
1, 2, and 3; group 5 was more satisfied than groups 2 and 3.
Table 4-7
Mu3t^leCo^arisoa^QfGCT.eraUokSatisfaction.mN^
Me祖 How Many 
Frames
Grp 1 Grp 2 Grp 3 Gip 4 Grp 5
3.1213 Grp 1=0
3,2580 Grp 2=1
3.6595 Grp 3=2 傘 本
3.9450 Grp 4=3 * * 傘
4.1286 Gip 5=4 * * *
* p < M
Research Ouestion Two: What is the degree o f agreement between teachers' perception 
o f presidents' frame and the presidents' self-perception? The results o f a CM-Square test 
indicated that there is congruence between teacher and president perception of the type 
and number o f leadersMp frame the president used. As Table 4-8 shows, there is no 
sigmficant difference between presidents' and teachers' perception o f which frame the 
president used，with CM-Square = .01701 (p > .05). Table 4-9 shows no significant 
difference between presidents' and teachers' perception o f the number o f frames used 
(CM-Square = 2.46976, p > .05).
麵ts Use?
Wluck Teachers* Perception Presidents* Perception CM-Square P-Value
Frames? (N = 282) (N = 20)
M N % M N %
Structural 3.58 131 46.5 % 3.56 10 50.0 % .01701 ,99941
Human Resource 3.54 158 56.0 % 3.65 .13 65.0 %
Political 3.47 155 54.9 % 3.39 11 55.0 %
Symbolic 3.50 154 54.6 % 3.74 9 45.0 %
No significance.
Table 4-9
H o w ^ i^ F ia m £ s^ P m a d sB ts iIs s2
How Many 
Frames?
Teachers' Perception 
(N = 282)
Presidents' Perception
CM = 20)
CM，S quare P- Valuc
0 Frame il .0 % 10.0 % 2.46976 ,65006
One Frame - 1 9 . 9  % 15.0 %
Two Frames 33.3 % 35.0 %
Three Frames 17.7 % 30.0 %
Four Frames 18.1 % 10.0 %
No sigmficance.
Sub—sidlaiy_—ReseimklM fiM knA e: Does the le a d e r ^  frame ofjunior coEege 
presidents differ significantly whea constdering school status and size, and president's age 
祖d job tenure? Results of t-tesls show that presidents' leaderdi^ frame does not differ 
with age, job tenure, or school status. Table 4-10 Shows results obtained by using the 
means of teacher's responses to the question ofwMch. frame (stnictEral, human resource,
political, symboEc), Results of a one-way ANOVA show that presidents' leadersMp frame 
does not differ with school size (Table 4-10A). In both Tables 4-10 and 4-10A, p-values 
are parenthesized.
Table 4-10
P.
N Ml (St.) P. 
3,1708
M2 ( H I )  P. 
3.3885
M3 (P.) P. 
3.0677
M4(Sy.)
3.4073
Ags
1. under 44 2 3.2292 2.9792 2,6250 3.4167
(.868) (.187) (,152) (•971)
2. over 45 18 3.1644 3.4340 3.1169 3.4062
Im e^nJofe
1. under 6 5 3.2823 3.2500 2.8458 3.2208
(•576) (.447) (•217) (.202)
2. over 7 15 3.1333 3.4347 3.1417 3.4694
1. public 3 3.1111 3.3819 2.6528 33542
(•830) (.979) (•087) (.7%)
2. Private 17 3.1814 3.3897 3.1409 3.4167
No sigmficance
A M Q V A il^ ^ fF ia m e jM ^ c M M J i^
N M l (St.) 
3.1708
M 2《H I )  
3.3885
M3 (P.) 
3.0677
M4(Sy.)
3.4073
School size 
1. <3000 3 3.0139 3.0833 3.1250 3.3819
2. 3001-5000 6 3.2743 3.2188 3.2465 3.6450
3, over 5001 11 3.1572 3.5644 2.9545 3.2841
F = .2574 
¥= 316
F = 2.1409 
P= .447
F = .8104 
P= ,217
F =2.0703 
P=„202
No sigmficance.
Results of presidents' self-perception pre^nted in Tables 4-11 tkrough 4-14 show 
that leadership frame does not differ with age, job tenure, school status, or school size.
1. Age (Less Than or 44 ; Over 44 years)
Table 4-11
Presidgntsl AfrinAJyp^fFrimgsifteadM t^PgrssDiiQfll
WMch Frame? Presidents' Age N M SD t-Value P- Value
Structural Under or 44 1 3,5833 •07 .943
Over 44 9 3.5602 .300
Human Under or 44 1 3.4792 -.61 .552
Resource Over 44 12 3.6649 .291
PoHtica! Under or 44 1 3.2500 -.57 .583
Over 44 10 3.4042 .258
Symbolic Under or 44 1 3.5208 -1.19 .272
Over 44 8 3.7656 .193
No sigmficance.
2. The Time on the Job (under or 6; over 7) 
Table 4-12
WMch Frame? Presidents' Tenure N M SD t~¥alue P-Value
Structural Under or 6 3 3.6736 1.15 .285
Over 7 7 3.5149 •328
Human Under or 6 3 3.4931 .024 -1.11 • 291
Resource Over 7 10 3.6971 .310
Political Under or 6 2 3.1875 •088 -L32 .220
Over 7 9 3.4352 •253
Symbolic Under or 6 1 3.6250 -.58 .580
Over 7 8 3.7526 .207
lS[o si^ mfic3JD-CO.
3. School Status (public; private) 
Tabic 4-13
WMch Frame? School Status N M SD t-Value P-Value
Structural Public 2 3,4375 .295 -.68 .517
Private 8 3.5938 .291
Human Public 2 3.5625 .236 -.46 .653
Resource Private 11 3.6667 .298
Political Public 0
Private 11 3.3902 •249
Symbolic Pubic 1 3.5417 .197 - 1.06 .325
Private 8 3,7630
No sigmficance.
4. School Size (under 3000; 3001-5000; over 5001 students) 
Table 4-14
WMckFramgs^oJr^deBt£lIs.e?...iEmsid t^sLPersgptiml
WMcKFrame? ScEooFSize N M SD '"TValue
Stiucturir™" " 3001- 5000 6 3.5938 .0583 .9438
over 5001 11 3.1572
under 3000 3 3.4375
Human under 3000 3 3.5625 1.1873 .5446
Resource 3001-5000 6 3.6667
over 5001 11 3.5644
Political under 3000 3 3,1250 1.1839 ,3545
3001-5000 6 3.3902
over 5001 11 2.9545
Symbolic under 3000 3 3.5417 .5440 .6066
3001- 5000 6 • 3.7630
over 5001 11 3.2841
N F ii^ ilcm cer
Results presented in Table 4-15 show no relationAip between. leadersMp frame 
and presidents' age, job tenure, school status, or school size.
Value
N Mean (M) of the number 
of frames used
T-test 
P-Value
ANOVA
P-
Age
1. under 44
2. over 45
2
18
2.00
2.17
.850
Time on lob
1. under 6
2. over 7
5
15
1.80
2.27
,439
School status
1, public
2. Private
3
17
1.67
2.24
,439
School size 
1. <3000 3 1.67 .9852
2. 3001-5000
3. over 5001
6
11
2.67
2.00
No si^uficance.
Suhsidkg-Onestion-IgQ: Do teachers' perceptions ofjob satisfection vary si^iificantly 
with, teachers' gender, age, job tenure, educational background, academic, school status, 
and school aze? Specific aspects ofjob satisfection included teaching itself school 
envkomnent, admmistratioii/supervision, job remuneration, and promotion. The results 
of the t-tests diowed a agnificant difference between, school status and only two of the 
job satisfection measures: job remuneration and promotion. Teachers in public schools 
were more satisfied with these aspects than were teachers in private schools (Table 4-16).
i. School Status: 
Table 4-16
PubMc Private t-test
M SD M SD P-Value
Teaching Work 3.8431 .7553 3.7246 • 5438 .292
School Envkonment 3.6005 .6796 3.6266 .4638 .795
Administration
Supervision
3.9020 •7758 3.6739 .6071 .053
lob Remuneration 3.7304 ,7033 3.4843 .6163 .013 *
Promotion 3,8505 .6680 3.6261 ,5127 .027*
傘 p < .OS; two-tailed test
School Size. Results show a relationship between school size and teaching, school 
enviroiimeiit, admmistration/supervision, job remmeration, and promotion (Table 4-17). 
Teachers in large colleges (5000 or more students) were more satisfied with school 
enviroimieiit, admiiiistratioii/aipervisioii, job remuneration, and promotion than were 
teachers in schools with 3001 to 5000 stud®ts (Tables 4-18 to 4-21).
School Size 
F value P Value
Teaching Work 3.0580 ,0486 *
School E/Hvix omndit 7,2386 .0009 * * *
Admmistration Supervision 3.2026 .0422 *
Job Remuneration 3.2899 .0387 *
Promotion 3.8700 .0220 *
* p < .05; * * * p < .001
The Scheffe's test for comparing contrasts indicated that, in terms of school size 
and teaching, no two groups were significantly different at the .05 level of signfficance. 
However，there were significant group differences when, satisfection with school 
enviroument, administrEtion/supcrvisioi^ job remimeratioii, and promotion was 胆alyzed 
by school size. Teachers in schools wMb. over 5000 students were more satisfied with the 
school's envkonmeEt, administration/supervtaon, job reimmeration, and promotion th胆 
schools with. 3001 to 5000 students (See Tables 14-18 through 14-21).
M uhy^^om irism M S chQ oi Envkoiuneiit o n SchflflLS—ke
Mean School Size Grp 2 Grp 1 Grp 3
3.4954 Gip 2
3.6005 Grp 1
3.7439 Grp 3 *
Note. Grp 1 = under or 3000; Grp 2 = 3001 -5000; Grp 3 = 5001 or more. 
Table 4-19
Multiple Comparison of Admimstration Supemsion on School Size
Mean School Size Gip 2 Grp 1 Grp 3
3.5963 Grp 2
3,7495 Grp 1
3.8069 Grp 3
Note. Grp 1 = under or 3000; Grp2 =: 3001 -5000; Grp 3 = 5001 or more.
Table 4-20
Multiple—Co.卿
Me祖 School Size Grp 2 Grp 1 Gip 3
3.4232 Gip 2
3.5000 Grp 1
3.6352 Gip 3 *
Note. Grp 1 = under or 3000; Grp 2 = 3001 -5000; Gip 3 = 5001 or more.
Table 4-21
Multipk
Mean School Size Grp 2 Grp 1 Grp 3
3.5642 Grp 2
3.6544 Grp 1
3.7633 Grp 3 *
N o te . Grp 1 = 雅der or 3000; Grp 2 = 3001 -5000; Gip 3 = 5001 or more.
As portrayed in Table 4-22, there was a signMcant difference in. gender and 
satisfaction with school environment, administration/supervision, and job remuneration. 
There was no difference in gender and satisfaction with teaching itself and 
promotion. In aH cases, the mean for male teachers were Mgher than the means for 
fcmLslc teaclxers*
Table 4-22
Males (N= 
M
=190)
SD
Females (N=92) 
M SD
t-test 
P-Value
Teaching Work 3,7599 .5678 3.7174 •6298 .570
School Envkonment 3.6678 •4894 3.5272 .5358 •029 *
AdmMstratiott Supemsion 3.7848 .6240 3.5713 .6680
J"1) 3.5868 .6391 3.4090 .6243 .028 *
Promotion 3.6730 .5488 3.6535 .5541 .781
傘 p 〈 .05; * * p < .01; two-tailed test 
4, Age
H ere  was no difference in age and three measures ofjob satisfection: 
teacMng itself job reimmeration，and promotion. T^ere was a significant difference in 
age and envkonment, but no two groups differed si^uficantly at the ,05 level. 
Satisfaction with administration/supervisioii differed sipdficantly with age. As Table
4-24 shows, 40 to 59 year old teachers (groups 3 祖d 4) were more satisfied with 
admmistration or supervision, th祖 were teachers under 29 years of age; also, 50 to 59 
year olds were more satisfied on this job satisfection measure th匪 were 30 to 39 year 
olds.
Table 4-23
Age
F Value P Value
Teaching Work 1.0682 ,3725
School Enviroiimeiit 2.5062 .0424 *
Administration Supervision 6.9765 .0000 * * *
lob .Remuneration 2.3992 .0504
Promotion • 1.9148 .1081
* p < .05;傘 _ p < .01； * * * p <  .001 
Table 4-24
Mean Age Grp 1 Grp 2 Gip 3 Gip 5 Grp 4
3.4412 Gip 1
3.6578 Gip 2
3.8868 Gip 3 傘
3.8889 Grp 5
43407 Grp4 * *
Note. Cjip 1 = under or 29 years old; Grp 2 = 30 - 39; Grp 3 = 40 - 49 
Grp 4 = 50- 59; Grp 5 = 60 years old or over,
ITiere was no difference in length of service and four of the job satisfection. 
measures: teacMng itself school environment, job remuneration, promotion. There was a 
difference in length, of service and satisfection with admmistration or supervision, as Table 
4-25 shows.
Table 4-25
Length, of Service 
F Value P Value
Teaching Work 1.6874 .1530
School Eavironment 1.5884 ,1775
Administration Supervision 2.9005 .0224 *
lob Remuneration .9924 .4120
Promotion 1.9145 .1082
* p < ,05
Scheffe test diowed that teachers had beCT. e尋 toyed for 21 or more years 
were more satisfied with, admmistration and supervision than were those who had been 
employed three years or less (See Table 4-26).
MahMg~£fl^immMA^iaiaratlQnjHpmisiQfl^B/reniire
" M e i 5 ^ T ^ g t E ^ r ™ ~ ^ r p l " G i p X ^ ^ T ^ ^ l ~ ^  —
Service 
3.6021 Grp 1 
3.6904 Grp 2 
3.8194 Grp 4 
3.8429 Gip 3 
4.0944 Grp 5 *
Note. Grp 1 = 1- 3;  Grp 2 = 4 -1 0 ; Grp 3 = i l  - 15;
Gtp 4 = 16 - 20; Grp 5 = 21 years or more.
6. Educational Level:
Educational level. There was no difference in the measures of job satisfaction and 
educational level (Table 4-27),
Table 4-27
Educational Level 
F Value P Value
Teaching Work .8853 .4731
School Environment 2.1516 .0747
Administration, Supervision L1898 ,3.155
Job Remuneratioa 1.0478 .3829
Promotiott .2648 .9004
None of these is significaiit
There was a djfference in academic rank and four measures ofjob satisfaction: 
teaching, admimstration or supervision, job remuneration, promotion (Table 4-28), 
Professors were more satisfied with teaching，administration/supervision, and promotion 
than were assistants. Associate professors and instructors were more satisfied with 
promotion, than were assistants (Sec Tablcs 4-29 to 4-31),
Table 4-28
Academic Rank 
F Value P Vahie
Teaching Work 3.0064 .0188*
School Envkonment 1.8672 .1164
Admmistration Supervision 4.4887 .0016 * *
Job j^ .6xxmxL6i"ditxoxx 3.0823 .0166 *
Promotion 5.7515 •0002 * * *
* p <  ,05; * * p <  .01; * 傘 * p < .001
M afek-C fim ariSM -QiXeacMng Work on Academic_Raai
Mean Position Grp 5 Grp 4 Grp 2 Grp 3 Grp i
3.3972 Grp 5
3.7396 Grp 4
3.8257 Grp 2
4.0000 Grp 3
4.1667 Grp 1 *
Note. Grp 1 = Professor; Grp 2 = Associate Professor; Grp 3 = Assistant Professor; 
Gip 4 = Instructor; Grp 5 = Assistant.
Table 4-30
Mean Position Grp 5 Grp 4 Grp 3 Grp 2 Grp 1
3.4379 Grp 5 
3.6667 Grp 4 
3.9444 Grp 3 
3.9737 Grp 2 
4.2593 Grp 1 *
Note. Gip 1 = Professor; Gip 2 = Associate Professor; Grp 3 = Assistant Professor; 
Gip 4 = Instructor; Grp 5 = Assistant.
The Scheffe test diowed that professors were more satisfied with teaching itself 
administration/supervision, and promotion, than were assistants《TaMe 4-29 and 4-30). 
Associate professors and in^mctors were more satisfied with promotion, than were 
assistants (Table 4-31).
MultMa-CsTOirim^fBmQtiQnmAciieragRmk
Mean Position Grp 5 Grp 4 Grp 2 Grp 3 Grp I 
3.1985 Grp 5
3.6597 G ip4 *
3.7928 Grp 2 *
3.8125 Grp 3
4.1528 Grp 1 *
Note, Grp 1 = Professor; Grp 2 = Associate Professor; Grp 3 = Assistant Professor; 
Gip 4 = Instructor; Grp 5 = Assistant.
8. Administrative Task:
Administrative task differed only with admmistratioii/ sup ervision. sub scale ofjob 
satisfaction. Teachers with administrative tasks were more satisfied with 
admkistration/supervision than were teachers with no administrative tasks. There was no 
difference in adminislrative task and four subscales ofjob satisfection: teaching itself 
school envkonmeiit, job remuneration, and promotion (Table 4-32).
Yes 
M  SD
' No 
M SD
t-test 
P-Value
TeacWng Work 3.7618 ,6031 3,7348 .5786 .706
School Environment 3.6442 •4879 3.6061 .5232 • 535
A.djnuiistrHtiou Sup crvisioii 3.8196 .6487 3.6411 .6346 .022 *
lob Remuneration 3.5470 .6373 3.5159 .6413' .688
Promotion 3.6859 .5425 3.6530 *555 8 M l
* p < ,05; two-tailed test
u y m k isttMimJasL-SghmLStatos
Sex
Male Female
Administrative task 
Yes No
School Status 
Public Private
TeacMng Work 3.7599 3.7174 3.7618 3,7348 3.8431 3.7246
(t-test) (.570) (.706) (.292)
School Envkonment 3.6678 3.5272 3.6442 3.6061 3.6005 3.6266
(t-test) (.029)* (•535) (•795)
Administrative Superviaon 3.7848 3.5713 3.8196 3.6411 3.9020 3.6739
(t-test) (.009)** (•022)* (•053)
lob Remimeration 3.5868 3,4090 3.5470 3.5159 3.7304 3.4843
(t-test)
00s (-688) (.013)*
Promotion 3.6730 3.6535 3.6859 3.6530 3.8505 3.6261
(t-test) (.781) (.622) (•027)*
傘 P < .05； ** P < .01； *** p < ,001
SchooLSke
Age Tenure Educational
Level
Academic
Rank
School Size
Teaching
Work
F=l.0682
P=.3725
F=1.6874
P=,1530
F= 8853 
P=,473l
F=3.0064
P=.0188*
F=3.0580
P=.0486*
School
Envkoimieiit
F=2.5062
P=.0424*
F=1.5884 
P=. 1775
F=2.1516
P=,0747
F=1.8672
P=,1164
F=7.2386
P = ._ 9 * _
Admmistrative
Supervision
F=6„9765
P=.0000***
F=2,9005
P=.0224*
F=1.1898
P=3155
F=4.4887
P=.0016_
F=3.2026
P=.0422*
Job F=2J992 
Remuneration P=.0504
¥=9924
P=.4120
F=1.0478
P=.3829
F=3.0823
P=,0166*
F=3.2899
P=.0387*
Promotion F=1.9148
P=.108l
F=1.9145
P=.1082
F=.2648
P=.9004
F=5.75I5
P=.0002***
F=3„8700
P=.0220*
* P < .0 5 ; * * P < ,0 1 ; ***p<.001
Summary of Refills 
Analysis of data for question om  showed that the difference between teacher 
perception ofthe type of frame ( structural, human resource, political, symbolic) and 
general job satisfection is not signfficant. However, teachers who thought their presidents 
used multiple frames were more satisfied than were teachers who thought their presidents 
used single frames. Regarding question two, tlie results of a CM-Square test indicated that 
there was congraence between teacher and president perections of the type and number
of leadership frames the president used. Analysis of data for question three indicated that 
presidents’ leadersMp frame did not differ with presidents5 age, job tenure, school size, or 
school status.
Results for question four showed a difference between school size and teacher 
satisfaction witli teaching, school environjneiit, admini.stratioii/supervision, job 
remuneration, and promotion. Results diowed: 1) no significant difference in gender and 
satisfection with teacWng and promotion; 2) no cMfference in age and satisfaction with 
teacMng, job remuneration, and promotion; 3) no difference in length of service and 
satisfaction with teaching, school environmeEt, job remuneration, and promotion; 4) no 
difference in educational level and any of the subscales ofjob satisfection; 5) a difference 
in academic raok and teaching, adminlstratioii/sEpervisioii, job remuneration, and 
promotion; 6) a difference in administrative task and satisfection with 
admmistration/supervision; 7) a difference in school status and job remimeratioii, 
promotion. These findings are discussed in the next chapter.
CHAPTER FIVE 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary
This dissertation had two purposes. The first was to investigate the relationsWp 
between the leadership styles of Taiwanese junior college presidents and teacher job 
satisfaction. ITie second was to determine the degree of agreement between teacher 
perception of presidents，frame and presidents’ self-perception. Bolman and Deal's 
(1991) four frames leader orientation (structural, hmmn. resource, political, symbolic) 
provided the theoretical perspective for the study. Smith, Kaidall, and Huliii's (1969， 
1985) lob Description Index (JDI) provided the operational definttion ofjob satisfaction 
as genera! job satisfection and satisfection with such, ^ecific aspects as the job itself pay, 
promotion, supervisioii, and coworkers.
B m ew ^fPM ttoiL iteratM ig
A review of the fterature on the aibjects of leader Alp style, job satisfaction, and 
teacher/preadeoit relationships resulted in identifymg m formation pertineEt to tMs study. 
TMs mfoimatioii included, various leader^ip styles, pm c^les ofjob satisfaction and 
dissatis&ctioii, and evidence that indicated a relationdi^ betwe® the preadent's 
leaderdiip behavior and teachers' job sati^ction. ITie relational电s that a teacher has with 
others in the school setting can either enhance or limil the opportunities to achieve
intrinsic rewards. Presidents who closely supervise, hardly ever praise, and usually 
criticize the job teachers perform, greatly decrease the autonomy and authority teachers 
need in order to solve their o w e  problems and foster effective relationships with others.
D e s ^ jn d M ^ o M f ig y
The target population for tMs study included all presidents and Ml-time teachers 
of 'Taiwan’s junior colleges. Random samplkg yielded 24 presidents; convenient 
sampUng yielded 403 teachers. Each participatkg teacher convicted the teachers' 
mstrament (President's Leadership Orientations and Teachers lob Satisfection 
Questionnaire); each president completed the prestdents' instrumCTt (President's 
Leadership Orientations). The President's Leaderdup (Mentations Questionnaire was 
used to determme teachers5 perception and preadents' self-perception of presidents^ 
leaderdiip frame. In addition, it was used to determme the congraence between teacher 
and president perception. ITie Teachers’ lob Satisfection Questioimaire was used to 
determine job satisfaction, of teachers. DemograpMc data were also obtained from 
presidents and teachers.
Hie fo縦 research questions were: 1) What is the relatioadiip between 
teachers' perception of their presidents' leaderdup style frame and teachers' general job 
satisfection? Hie study operationalized teachers' perception of leadership frames as the
number and type of frames used by presidents. 2) What is the degree of a^eement 
between teachers' perception of presidents' frame and presidents1 self-perception? 3) 
Does a president's leadership style vary with age, tenure, school status, and school size? 
4) Do teachers' perception ofjob satisfection vaiy witli teachers' gender, age, job tamre, 
educational background, academic position, school status, and school size?
EMmgS
ITie findings of the study were obtained through an analysis of the obtained data 
reported by teachers and presidents. After the questionnaires were scored and the data 
tabulated, the results were used to respond to the researdi questions of tMs study. Hie 
research, questions were addressed through the use of t-tests, ANOVA, CM Square, and 
Sclieffe's test for conq)armg contrasts. Descr^tive analyses yielded frequencies, 
percentages, means, and standard deviations. All results were tested at the 0.05 level of 
signific 祖 ce.
Analysis of data for question, one diowed that the rektionshqi between teacher 
perception of the type of frame (structural, human resource, political, ^mboHc) and 
general job satisfection. was not significant. However, teachers who thought their 
presidents used multiple frames were more satisfied than, teachers who thought their 
preadents used smgle frames. Regarding question two, the results of a CM-Square test 
indicated that there was congruence betweaa teacher and preadent perceptions of the 
type and number of leadership frames the presidents used. Analysis of data for question
three indicated that presidents' leadership frame did not differ with presidents' age, job 
tenure, school size, or school status.
suits for cstion foux showed h difference in scliool Hud teaclie[ satisfaction 
with teaching, school envkonment, admmistration or supervision, job remuneration, and 
promotion. Additionally, results showed: 1) a significant difference in gender and 
satisfaction with teaching and promotion; 2) no difference in age and satisfaction with, 
teaching job remuneration, and promotion; 3) no difference m length of service and 
satisfaction with teaching, school envkonment, job remuneration, and promotion; 4) no 
difference m educational level and any ofthe measures of job satisfection; 5) a difference 
m academic rank and teachmg, admmistration/supervisioii, job remuneration, and 
promotion; 6) a difference m administrative task and satisfection wMi ' 
admmistration/supervisioii.
Discussion ofthe Fkdmgs 
The main purpose of this study was to determme the relationsh^) between the 
leadership style ofjunior college presidents and teacher job satisfection. LeadersMp style 
was operationalized as Botman and Deal's four frames: structural, human resource, 
political, and symbolic. lob satisfection was operationalized in terms of Smith, Kendall, 
and Hulm's lob Description Index: general job satisfection and the five sub scales of job 
satisfaction (the job itself pay, promotion, supervisioii, coworkers).
The relationships between leadersMp style and four variables were examined. Two 
were institutional variables (school size and school status) and two were personal variables 
(president's age and job tenure). The relationships between teacher perception ofjob 
satisfaction and seven variables were examined. Two were institutional variables (school 
size and status) and five were personal variables (teacher's gender, age, job tenure, 
educational background, academic rank). Additionally, the study determmed the degree 
of agreement between teachers' perception of presidents' frame and presidents' 
self-percq)tion. The study defined perception of leadership frame as the number and type 
of frames the presidents used.
General job satisfaction was related to the number of frames presidents used, but 
not to the type of frame. Two-frame style received the highest frequency. Ninety-four 
teachers (one-tMrd of the san^le) indicated that their presidents used two frames. 
Thdrty-one teachers indicated that their presidents used none of the four frames. TWs 
suggests that, perhaps, for those teachers, the presidents leaderdiip style was unclear or 
imprecise. It may also suggest that Bolmaii and Deal's framework does not capture all 
possible leaderdup frames of the presidents of Taiw祖’s junior colleges, Perceived use of 
one, three, and four frames received relatively equal frequencies.
Teachers whose presidents use more than one frame were more satisfied than 
were teachers whose presidents use one frame. TMs finding supports Bolman and Deafs
(1991》胆d Bensimon (1988, 1989) condusion that multiframe college presidents are more 
effective than single>frame presidents. The result ofthe present 伽 •  supports the finding 
of a positive relation between president leadersMp effectiveness and teacher job 
satisfcctioiL General job satisfaction increases with the number of frames used. Teachers 
whose presidents use none of the four frames were least satisfied; these presidents are 
younger and have shorter tenure. They are also from small public schools. Teachers 
whose presidents use a l  four frames were most satisfied,
Gmeraljol) satisfaction did not relate to the of frame used by presidents.
Three of the frames (human resource, poMcal, symbolic) received almost equal 
frequencies. Structural frame was lower, suggesting that presidents are not applying 
flexible, participative, leadersMp styles.
CQngam£&MPg££^tMM^
Research question two addressed the degree of a^eement between teacher 
perception and president self-perception. Anafysis of the data reveals congraence between 
teacher and president perc^tion. The differmce in preadrnt and teacher perception of 
the type and number of frame presidents use is not significant. Baiamoii (1988, 1989) 
found that preadaits reported that they used more frames than teachers reported for the 
same presidents. The inding of the present study suggests that Talwaiiese presidents may 
have a realistic awareness of their own leadership styles and skills or that they are 
conservative or modest, and, therefore, do not inflate their attributes in. self- reports.
DgrnggacMss
Research, question three sought to determme the relationship between leadership 
frame and two institutional and two personal variables. The analysis of the data shows 
that leadersMp frames used do not vary si^uficautly with the institutional and personal 
factors of school status and size, and president's age and job tenure. However, detailed 
analysis shows that older, longer tenured presidents from private, mid-sized (3001-5000 
students) colleges indicated that their presidents use more leadership frames.
lQ k M is to im -M d„Iea£toLDgmQgapMg_s
Research question four addresses the differences in, teacher job satisfactioii and 
two institutional variables (school status and size) and six personal variables (gender, age, 
job tenure, educational background, academic rank, administrative task). Specific aspects 
ofjob satisfection included teacMng itself school environment, administration/sup ervision, 
job remuneration, and promotion. The findings are discussed next.
School Status. There were three public and 17 private schools in tMs study. 
Analysis of the data showed a significaiit difference in school status and job remuneration 
and promotion. Teachers ia public junior colleges were more satisfied with, pay and 
promotion than were teachers in private colleges. TMs reflects the tendmcy of Taiwan’s 
public colleges to pay more than do private schools and the tendency for public schools to
have better, feirer promotion, systems than private schools. Satisfaction with teaching, 
school environment, and adnmistration or supervision does not vary with school status.
School Size. Satisfection with a l  five job satisfaction subscales (teaching, scliool 
envkonment, administration/supenision, remuneration, promotion) varies with school 
size. Teachers in colleges with more than 5000 students were more satisfied with scliool 
environment, administratioii/supervision, job remuneration, and promotion than were 
teachers in colleges with 3001 to 5000 students.
EersmiLVariiMss
Gender. Gender relates to satisfection, with admmistratioii/supervisioii, school 
aavironment, and job remimeration. The difference ia gender and satisfaction with 
teaching and promotion is not sigmficant. In aU cases, male professors were more satisfied 
than were female professors. Teaching is a major career for Taiwanese men; they give 
much more time, effort, and attention to teachmg than do women, who must spend much 
of their energies on housework and cMdcare. Men ako have more opportunities for 
administrative and supervisory positions and more opportunities for advancement and 
Mgher salaries.
Age. Teachers' age differs with satisfection with, admmistration/supervisioii and 
school environment. Age does not differ witli satisfection with teachmg, job 
remuneration, and promotion. Teachers betwe® the ages of 40 and 59 were more 
satisfied with admimstration and supervision than were teachers who are under 29 years of
age. Teachers between the ages of 50 and 59 were more satisfied with supemsion and 
admmistration than, were teachers between the ages of 30 and 39, Teachers 60 years and 
older were satisfied, probably becMise they look forward to retirement with pleasant 
anticipation.
Im m Q iien g tli of service. Length of service differs witli satisfaction with 
admmistratioii or supervision. Length of service does not differ with satisfaction with 
teacMng, school envkonment, job remuneration, and promotion. Those who had taught 
2! or more years were more satisfied than were those who had taught for fewer years. 
Those who had taught for a longer time usually had more opportunities for 
admmistrative/supervisory tasks.
Educational level. Analysis of data revealed that the educational level of teacher 
has no bearing on any of the five measures ofjob satisfection. TMs findkg suggests that a 
teacher’s educational level is not a good predictor ofjob satisfection.
Academic rank. Academic rank differs with teaching itself job remuneration, 
adniiiiistration/supervisioii, and promotion. Professors were more satisfied with teaching 
itself admmistration/supervtaon, and promotion than were assistants. Associate 
professors and instructors are more satisfied with promotion than were assistants. There 
is not a Rignificant difference in rank and school eiiwoiiineiit. TMs findrng suggests that 
professors witli M^ier academic rank have more opportunities to participate in decision 
makmg, are more respected by students and their parents, are rewarded more, and have 
more opportunities for advancement.
Admmistrative task. The admmistrative task differed with satisfaction, wMi 
admimstxation or supervdsion. Teachers with administrative tasks were more satisfied with 
admmistration or supemsion than were teachers with no administrative tasks. There was 
no difference in satisfaction with administrative task and teaching, school environment, job 
remuneration, and promotion.
Conclusions of th© Study1 
The findings of tMs study suggest the followmg conclusions. 1) The number of 
frames used by the president is a significant predictor of general job satisfaction. Teachers 
who perceived their presidents as using none ofthe four frames are the least satisfied. 
Teachers who perceived their presidents as using aU four frames are the most satisfied. 2) 
Taiwanese presidents may be realistically aware of their abilities or they may be 
conservative; therefore, their self-reports are congruent with assessments made by 
professors of their colleges. 3) Presidents5 age, job temire, scliool size, and school status 
are not significant predictors of leadershq) frames used. 4) School size is a significant 
predictor of satisfection with teaching, school eavironmeEt，admmistratioii or supervision, 
reward system, and promotion. 5) Gender is a significant predictor of satisfaction witli 
teaching and promotion, 6) Academic rank is a good predictor of satisfaction with 
teaching, admmistratioii or supervision，rewards, and promotion. 7) Administrative job is 
a good predictor of satisfaction with admmistratioii/supervMon. 8) Age is a significant 
predictor of satisfaction with school envkonment and administration/supervision. 9)
Tenure is a significant predictor of satisfaction with admmistratioii/supervision. 10) Level 
of education is not a significant predictor of satisfictioa with, teaching, reward system, 
promotion, supervision or adnunistration, and school enwonment.
Implications for Research, and Practice
Additional research should take tMs study one step fiirther by Wdng teacher job 
satisfaction to teacher performance and student academic perfonmnce. Also, variables 
that are sigmficant should be subjected to additional studies with other populations. For 
example, top, middle, and lower college admimslrators and supervisors could be studied 
just as presidents were studied here. Students and staff members could be included, in 
addition to teachers. Outside interest groups and supporters of the colleges could also be 
studied; for example, college board members and ahuuni Variables that are not significant 
predictors of satisfaction should be analyzed fiuther to determme why they are not 
signMcant, Interviews with some of the respondents may be able to enfighten tWs type of 
investigation.
College presidents and all administrators should be aware of the m^ortance of 
teacher job satisfection and the variables that predict job satis&ction. College leaders 
should make deliberate efforts to leam. about leadersh^ effecttveness and the impact of
leadersMp style on job satisfaction. Going 紐 addMonal step, college leaders should try to 
understand the impact of teacher job satisfaction on teacher performance and student 
academic performance. College presidents should take Boiman, and Deal’s advice that the 
four leadersMp frames should be used as tools for effective leadersMp, and that practice 
and experience with the frames or tools are important to attaming leadersMp skills.
■' Recommendations for Future Research .
Researchers should conduct similar studies to try to determme how m any frames 
and wMch frames are important to other junior college leaders, admmi^rators, and school 
board members. Researchers should also conduct similar studies using cHfferent research 
instruments that might include personal interviews with the teachers, presidents, and other 
categories of staff.
Recommendations for Practice 
The followmg recommendations were made as a result of tMs study. The 
satisfaction, motivation, and human relations aspects of teactsJng need to be considered by 
a l  school administrators. Preadents are urged to develop meanmgM two-way 
comimmicatioii with, thek teachers. Effective ways of communication include reinforcing 
words wMi action, using multiple communicatioii channels, using verbal and nonverbal 
feedback, appeaJkg to human motivation, using nonsexist language, and avoiding 
information overload.
Presidents should develop programs to monitor teacher satisfaction and 
dissatisfection, and to train teachers and administrators in interpersonal relations. These 
programs should be a Mgh priority item in staff development activities. Presidents should 
become more familiar with, motivational theoiy. All presidents should be encouraged to 
attend human relations workshops or seminars to enhance their motivation and leadersMp 
techniques.
Good educational leadership can be developed thiough systematic traimng. 
Continuous development of leadersMp skills is part of any president’s and top college 
administrator’s agenda for professional growth, and development. Hie skffls will be 
mamtained only if presidents and other college admini^rators update and widen, their 
knowledge through, continuous leanung.
Universities should develop their cumcula to transmit the common core of the new 
leadership knowledge and skills to students are majoring in school admkistration， 
and train them to be both good followers and leaders. IMs researcher believes a good 
follower may not be a good leader but a good leader should be a good follower. An 
effective school administrator rec◎伊lizes the re,on^bffities of the role he/^e is playing 
in different situations.
The resiills of tMs study suggest that the symbolic frame is rarely used by 
Taiw祖，s junior colege presidents. Taiwan’s presidents should understand the 
usefiilness of a variety of styles, and, more importantly, the usefiihiess of models of 
leaderdup that include a transformational, cultural, or symbolic leadership style.
Taiwanese presidents are challenged to understand their abilities and competencies, to 
enhance them through the use of more than one frame, and to encourage teachers and 
other administrators to work together in teams that provide leadersMp m aU four modes - 
structural, human resource, political^ and symbolic. TTie challenges brought about by rapid 
economic growth, and development implies a new order of leadership for Taiwan^ junior 
colleges which are responsible preparing for a sizable portion of the workforce.
Integrated leadersMp seems to be the key to productivity; therefore, presidents 
could enhance tkek  capabilities by attending appropriate leadersMp semmars, workshops, 
and conferences; by exchanging ideas with, colleagues in Taiwan and in other countries; by 
taking advantage of management consultants and everts; by experimenting with models 
of leadership that incoiporate various frames.
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Fax 615-343-7094
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Mr. Ching-San Chiang 
9682 Fontainebleau Blvd 
#405,
Dear Mr, Chiang:
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LeadersMp Orientations Scores to help you analyze your data. We feel you would not get ■ 
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instraments if you use them in conjunction with each other aid if your share your results with us.
In the meantime if you need any help feel free to contact us through Homa, and good luck 
with your studies.
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Terrence E. Deal, Ph.D. Lee G. Boiman, Ph.D,
Professor of Education & Chair, Block School of Business &
Human Organizational Development Public A. - Univereity of Missouri
Appendix B 
LeadersMp Orientations (Self)
Form S»3
Your name:
LEADERSHIP ORIENTAHONS (SELF)1 
ITiis questionnaire asks you to describe your leadership and management
style.
I. Behaviors
You are asked to indicate how often each of the items below is true of you. 
Please use the following scale in answering each item.
1 2 3 4 5
Never Sometimes Always
Occasionally Often
So, you would answer T  for an item that is never true of you, *2* for one that 
is occasionally true，3* for one that is sometimes true of you, and so on.
1. _______ Think very clearly and logically,
2. _______ Show high levels o f support and concern for others,
3. ______ Have exceptional ability to mobilize people and resources to get things
done.
4. _____ Inspire others to do their best
5. _______ Stwngfy emphasize careful planning and dear time lines.
6. Build trust through open and coOaboradve relationships.
1. A m  a very sMlljul and shrewd negotiator.
8. _____ highly chammadc.
9. Approach problems through logical analysis and careful thinking.
10. ___  Show high sensitivity and concern for others* needs and feelings.
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  113
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11- _____ unmualfy penucsive and influenmL
12- _______ Am  able to be an inspiration to others.
13. ______ Develop and implement dear, logical policies and procedures.
H  ________ i7oster high levels o f participation and involvement in decisions.
H  _____ Anticipate and deal adroitly with organizational conflict
1 6 - A m  highly imaginative and creative. 
n .  _____ Approach problems with facts and logic.
13. ______ Am  consistently helpful and responsive to others.
19.  ___  Am  very effective in getting support from people with mfluence and power.
20. _____ Communicate a strong and challenging seme o f vision and mission.
21. _ _ _ _  Set specific, measurable goals and hold people accountable for results.
22. _ _ _ _  Listen well and am unusualfy receptive to other people's ideas and input.
23. — A m  politically very sensitive and sMllfuL
24. See beyond current realities to generate exciting new opportunities.
25. _____ Have extraordinary attention to detail
26. _ _ _  Give personal recognition for work well done,
27. _______ Develop alliances to build a strong base of support.
28. _____ Generate loyalty and enthusiasm.
29. Strongfy believe in dear structure and a chain o f command.
30. A m  a highly participative manager.
31. Succeed in the face of conflict and opposition.
32. Serve as an influential model o f organizational aspirations m d  values.
H  Leadership Style
TMs section asks you to describe your leadership style. For each item, 
give the number "4™ to the phrase that best describes you, n2n to the item that is next 
best，and on down to ”1" for the item that is least l i e  you.
1- My strongest skills are:
______ a. Analytic skills
______ b. Interpersonal stalls
_______ c. Political skills
______ d. Ability to excite and motivate
2. The best way to describe me is:
_____ a. Technical expert
______ b. Good listener
______ c. Skilled negotiator
_____ d. Inspirational leader
3. What has helped me the most to be successM is my ability to:
一 _____ a. Make good decisions
b. Coach and develop people
c. Build strong alliances and a power base
d. Energize and inspire others
4. Wliat people are most likely to notice about me is my;
______ a. Attention to detail
~ b. Concern for people
一 — c. Ability to succeed, in the face o f conflict and opposition 
d. Charisma.
5. My most important leadership trait is:
a. Clear, logkai thinkmg
b. Caring and support for others
'"""""""""c. Toughness and aggressiveness
~ d. Imagination and creativity
6. 1 am best described as:
_____ a. An analyst
_____ b. A humanist
______ c. A  politician
________ d. A  visionary
HI. Overall rating
Compared to other individuals that you have known with comparable levels of experience and 
responsibility, how wouid you rate yourself on:
1, Overall effectiveness as a manager.
1
Bottom 20%
2 3
Middle 20%
4 5
Top 20%
2» Overall effectiveness as a leader.
1
Bottom 20%
mu 3
Middle 20%
4 5
Top 20%
Appendix C 
LeadersMp (Mentations (Other)
Form 0-3P Your Code: _ _ _ _ _ _ _
Name of person d«cribcd:_
LEADERSHIP ORIENTATIONS (OTHER)1
This qu«tionnaIre asks you to d«cribe the person that you are rating in terms of leadership and 
management style.
I. Ixador Bcbavion
You are asked to indiate how often each item is true of the person that you are rating.
Please use the following sa le  in answertag each ilenL
1 2 3 4 5
Never Sometim« Always
Ocxasioaally Often
Sof you would answer *1* for as item that is never line of the person you are d«cribmg» *T for one 
lhai is occasionally tine, *3* for om that is sometim« true, and so on.
1. _____ Thinks very dearfy and bgkalfy.
2. _一_  Shows hi^i leveis of support and concern for othm,
3. _____ Shows exceptional ability to mobilize peopk and resmuves to get thmp done.
4. _ _ _  Inspires others to do thew best
5. _____ Simngfy emphaska careful planning and clear time Urns.
6. _____ Builds trust thmugh open and collaborative nhaonships.
7. _______ Is a very sMUfiM and shrewd negotiaim
8. _____ Is hi^ify chmsmatk.
9. _____ Appwiches problems through topcal amfysis and earefid thmkmg.
10. Shows high sensmvity and concern for othenr needs and fkelinp.
11. Is unusualfy persuasive and mflumtiaL
12 is an inspiration to others.* 4m>* . *
' 118 '
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1玉 — , Develops and impkments dear, logical policies and procedures.
14* _____ Fosters high levels of participation and mvolvemem m decisions.
15- _______ Anticipates and deals adroitly with organizatioml conflict
16* _____ Is highly unaginative and creative.
17* Approaches probkms wuh facts and logic
—  Is consistemfy helpful and responsive to others.
19 . ___ _ Is very effective in getting support from people with mfhience and power.
20. _____ Communicates a strong and chalkn^ng vision and sense of missim.
21 . ___ _ Sets specific, measurable goat and holds peopk accmmtabk for rwsuMs.
22. _____ Listens well and is unusually receptive to oth£f peopk*s idem and input
23.  ____ Is polkicalfy vay sensitive and skMlfuL
24.  ___ Sees beyond currem realkies to create exciting new opportunities.
25. ______ Has mraordmnry anmmn to demU.
26.  __ _ Gives personal recognition for work weU done.
27.  ___ _ Develops aMmnces to buUd a strong base of supptwt
28. _____ Generates loyalty and enthusiasm.
29. _____ Strongfy beikves m clear sovcturt and a chain of command.
30. — Is a Mghfy participative manager.
31. __^  ' Succeeds m thg face of conflict and opposmon.
32. Saves os an mflutndal modsl of or^anaauonM asptutions and values.
11 Lcadmhlp Style
 ^ _ 九 匕  section asks you to d^cribe the leadership style of the pereon that you are rating. For each
item, give ihe number *4* to the phrase that best d«crib« this person, *3* to the item that is next best, and 
on down to *1* for the item that is least like ihis person.
1. Hie individuars strongest skills are:
______ a. Analytic sMUs
—- fe. Interpersonal skills
 ____   c. Polkkal skiMs
 d. Ability to acite and motivate
2. The b « t way to d«cribe tins person is:
_____ a. Technical espert
_____ b. Good listener
 ____   c  SkMkd negotiator
—  d. Inspwatmrml leader
What this mdlvidiial d o a  b « i is:
a. Make good decisions
b. Coach and devebp people
c  BuUd strong aBames and a power base
d. Energize and mspm others
What people arc most likely to no tia  about this persoi is:
_____ a. Attention to demU
  b. Concern fm  peopk
________ c  AbUky to succeed  ^ m tht face of conflkt and opposition
d. Charisma.
5. This indivicluars most Important leadership trait is:
_____ a. Cka"s logical thmMng
 b. Coring and support for others
   c  Tougfmess m d a撕 essivmess
 __   4. Imapnation and creativity
6. This person is best described as:
a. An analyst
b. A humanist
c. A politician
^ d .  A visionary
111. Overall raimg
, , ,  Compared to other individuals that you have known with comparable levels of experience and 
responsibility, how would you rate this person on:
1. Overall effectivenas as a manager.
1 2 3 4 5
Bowom 20% Middle 20% Top 20%
2. OveraU effectiveness as a Icsdor.
1 2 3 4 5
Bottom 20% Middle 20% Top 20%
IV. Optkmal Demographic Mormatioe
Hie following mformation is not ra|uir^» and will not be provide to the ratcc, but will a)iiiribiitc 
to our efforts to understand how pcrceptioiis of leadership style are mfluenwd by the relationsliip bctwwn 
rater and ratec. •
1. Are you:   Male 祖____FemaIc
2. How masy years have you been associated witli this principal?  ___
3. Please check the option below that b « t d « a ib «  your work rel遂 tkmship to the prmdpal that you arc 
describing.
A. Central office
I am the su p e r iE tc n d e n t .
 __  1 am m  administrator in the central office
 I am a member of the central offia support staff.
B. Same Schoo塞 as Principal
_______ I am a teacher or other professional staff member in this principal^ school.
   1 am an administrator in this prindpafs school
_______ 1 am a student in iha prindpafs school
_____ I am a member of the support staff in this principal's sd i_L
C* C3o m m om  ty
_____ 1 am a parent.
_____ I am a board member.
_______ I am a community member.
______ I am a dty/town official. Please specify;
D, Different School
_____ I am a principal in another school
______ I am a staff member in another school.
E  Other: please specify:____ _ ___________________ _
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President^ Leadership Orientations 
(Presidents, Questionnaire)
PRESIDENTS LEADERSHIP ORIENTATIONS 
( PRESIDENTS' QUESTIONNAIRE)
Dear President:
The pmpose of tMs questionnaire is to collect data that will be used in a doctoral 
dissertation. The study investigates the relationship between teachers' perceptions of 
junior college presidents' leaderdiip orientation and teacher job satisfection.
IMs survey is anonymous and confidential Based on your personal teacMng 
experience, please complete aU of the questions. Please do not leave any question 
unanswered. Your opinioES are very valuable to. tMs research. Thank you for your 
help and support m this important endeavor.
Best Regards,
CWng-San. CMang
Department of Educational Leaderdiip and Policy Studies
College of Education
Florida Intemational University
TWs Questionnaire is divided into two parts. The first part (4 items) collects 
demographic data; the second part (44 items) collects infonmtion about the leadership 
orientations of college presidents.
I  Demographic Data (Items 1-4)
Instructions: Please select the number that represents the best answer for each item 
Then write the number in the blank.
1. Age
(1) 44 years old or younger
(2) 45 years old or older!
2 . ___ How long have you been, the president of tMs college?
( 1) 1 to 6 years (including this year)
(2) 7 years or more
3 .___ School status
( 1) public college
(2) private college
4 .___ School size of your service:
(1) under 3000 伽dm ta
(2) 3000 - 5000 studentsi
(3) over 5000 students
Instructions: Please describe your leadership and management style. Select the number 
that represents the best response for each item.
I. Leader Behavior (5-36)
Using the scale from 1 (never) to 5 (always), please indicate how often each ofthe 
items below is true of you.
I (Never) 2 (Occasionally) 3 (Sometimes) 4 (Often) 5 (Always)
Explanation: Write 1V for an. item that is never true, T  for one that is occasionally true, 
'3* for one that is sometimes trae, and so on.
5. I think very clearly and logically.
6. _ _  I show Mgh levels of support and concern for others.
7 .__   I have exceptional ability to mobilize people and resources to get thmgs done.
8. I kspke others to do their best.
9 .  I strongly emphasize careM plamdng and clear time Hues.
10. I build tru就 tkrough open and collaborative retationdi^ps.
II, I am a veiy sMMil and duewd negotiator.
12, I am Mghfy charismatic.
13, I approach problems through logical analysis and careM tMnkmg.
14 ,__ _ I show Mgh sensitivity and concern for otters* needs and feelings,
15, I am usually persuasive and inflECTtiaL
16. am able to be an inspkation to others.
17. develop and implement clear, logical policies and procedures.
18. foster Mgh levels of participation and invokement in decisions.
19.— anticipate and deal adroitly with organizatioiiai conflict.
20. am Mghly imaginative and creative.
2 L approach problems with fects and logic.
22 am consistently helpM and responsive to others.
23. ' am very effective in getting support from people with, influence and power.
24. communicate a strong and chaHengmg sense of vision and missioii.
25. set specific, measurable goals and hold people accountable for results.
26. listen weU and am unusually receptive to other people's ideas and input.
27. am poMca% veiy sensitive and skfll&i
28. see beyond current realities to generate exciting new opportunities.
29. have extraordinary attention to detail
3a give personal recognMon for work wefl done.
31. develop affiances to build a strong base of support.
22. generate loyalty and enthusiasnL
33. strongly believe m clear structure a&d a chain of command.
34 am a Mghfy participative manager.
35. succeed m the fece of conflict and opposMon.
36. serve as an mfluential model of organizational aspirations and values.
Please describe your leadership style. For each item, write the number '4' in the blank 
next to the phrase that best describes you, '3f next to the phrase that is neM best, and on 
down to T  for the phrase that least describes you.
37. My strongest skils are:
_ _  a. Analytic skills 
—_  b.Interpersonal skills 
_ _  c. Political skills 
—_  d. Ability to excite and motivate
38. The best way lo describe me is:
  a.Technical expert
_ _  b.Good iMener 
___ c. Skilled negotiator 
 d. Inspirational leader
39, Wliat has helped me the most to be successM is my ability to:
_ _  a.Make good decisions
   b.Coach and develop people
_ _  c.Bmld strong alfiances and a power base 
_ _  d. Energize and inspire others
40, W tat people are most likely to notice about me is:
_ _  a. Attention to detail 
_ _  b. Concern for people
_ _  c. Ability to succeed, in the fece of conflict and oppoatioa 
d. Charisma
41. My mo玆 m^ortant leaderdiip trait is:
_ _  a. Clear, logical tMttkmg 
___ b. Caring and support for others 
_ _  c. Toughness and aggressiveness 
d. Ima^nation and creativity
42, I am best described as;
 a.An analyst
—_  b.A humanist
   c.A poEtician
 d.A visionary
HI Overall rating (43-44)
Please circle the number that best rates you.
Compared to other indivicluals you have faiown withcomparable levels of 
experience and responsibility, how would you rate yourself on:
43. OveraU effectiveness as a manager.
Bottom 20%
2 3
Middle 20%
4 5
Top 20%
44. OveraU effectiveness as a leader.
1
Bottom 20%
2 3
Middle 20%
4 5
Top 20%
Thank you for your support and cooperation.
Appendix F
President^ LeadersMp Orientations and 
Teacher Job Satisfaction 
(Teachers’ Questioimaire)
PRESIDENTS1 LEADERSHIP ORIENTATIONS AND 
TEACHER JOB SATISFACTION
(TEACHERS' QUESTIONNAIRE)
Dear Teacher:
The purpose of tMs questionnaire is to coEect data that wffl. be used in a doctoral 
dissertatioE. The study investigates the relationship between teachers* perceptions of 
junior college presidCTts' leadership orientations and teacher job sati^ction.
TWs survey is anonymous and confidential Based on your personal teacMng 
experience, please answer aU of the que^ions. Your opMons are very valuable 
to  tins H a n k  you  for yonx support m. this endeavor.
Best Regards,
CMng-San CWang
Department of Educational Leaderdup and Policy Studies
College of Education
Florida International University
TMs Questionnaire is divided into three parts. The first part (items 1-8) collects 
demographic data; tie  second part (items 9-49) collects kformation about your present 
job satisfaction (9-49); the third part (items 50-89) solicits your opinions about the 
leadership orieEtation of the president of your college.
I  DemograpMc Data (Items 1-8)
Instructions: Please select the number that represents the best answer for each, rtem Write 
the number in the blank.
1 .___Sex
— ⑴  Male
(2) Female
2 .__ _ Age
(1) 29 years old or less
(2) 30 to 39 years old
(3) 40 to 49 years old
(4) 50 to 59 years old
(5) 60 years old or older
3. Length of Service (kdudkg  tMs year):
(1) 1 -3  years
(2) 4 - 1 0  years
(3) 11 - 15 years
(4) 16 - 20 years
(5) 21 years or more
4. Educational Level
(1) Doctorate
(2) Makers
(3) Bachelors
(4) Junior College Graduate
(5) Other (Please expkln)
5 .__ _ Academic rank
(1) ftofessor
(2) Associate Professor
(3) Assistant Professor
(4) Instructor
(5) Assistant
6. Do you hold an administrative task?
(1) Yes
(2) No
7 .____ School status
(1) Public college
(2) Private college
8. School size
(1 )皿der 3000 students
(2) 3000 - 5000 students
(3) over 5000 studaits
UL» Job S sifnctioii ^^ iX6st>xomx2ULF6 9 -49 )
Using the scale below, please mdicate the extent to wMch you are satisfied with 
the situation described in eacli of Ae folowmg statements.
5 = Very Satisfied, 4 = Satisfied, 3 = Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied,
2 = Dissatisfied, 1 = Very Dissatisfied.
Instmctions: Please select Ae number that represents the be玆 response to each item. 
ITim write the number in the bknL
9. Opportouily to di印lay mdmdual —edalty,
10.____ C^poitumty to get together with, students,
11. Opportunity to freely evaluate your work.
12. (^portunity for promotion and development m presoit job
13. Teachers' salary as compared to salaries of other professions
14 .___ Opportunity to develop individual ideal and ambition.
15 .___The volume of teaching load.
16-—_  The president's requirements on the teacher's job.
17 .___Ability to ieam and enrich yourself through, teaching.
18 .___Teachers' salary as compared to work load
19.__  Opportunity for change and creativity.
20 .___ The support of coEeagues.
2 1 ._ _  President's understanding of subordinate's efforts.
22 — Opportunity to try new teachmg methods.
23 .___ Job secury and protection
24. Feeing of job-related acMevement.
25._— Availability of appropriate and adequate materials, tools, and equipment
26.__  Opportunity lo communicate with the president.
27.—_  Teacher reward system
28. Being respected in your comraimity and aeighboriiood.
29. IndMdual work performance.
30.__  Performance 紐d promotion competMon, among colleagues 
3 L   Ptesidait's aWtty to he电 teachers solve problems
32. Promotion oppoitunilies.
33. Varied welfare measures provided by school
34. Experiencing challen.gmg work.
35 ,__ _ Traditional school customs*
36 . — —  The president's m ethod o f  handling disagreemeEts between colleagues.
3*7, Opportunities for increased rewards,
38. _ _ In#wduai rewards obtained for teaching.
39 .  Growth in both leaching and learning to help individual progress.
40 .  Cooperative team spirit among colleagues.
41 .__ _ Prmcipal's leading and decision-making ability.
42. The way teachers are recognized for exceUent performance,
43. Confirmation to individual social status.
44. Opportunity to serve society and benefit people.
45. The school buildmg.
46. Opportunity for teachers' attending to prepare the adminMration plan of school
47. School provides the opportunity for teachers' advance study.
48 .___The level of acceptance of me by the student,s parents.
49. The presidents' attitude toward teachers.
Please describe the college president you. are rating in tenns of leadership and 
management style,
L Leader Behaviors (Items 50-89)
In.structions: Please use the followmg rating scale to indicate how often each, item is true 
of the president of you college,
1 2 3 4 5
Never Occasionally Sometimes Often. Always
Select the number that represents the best re^onse for each item. Then write that number 
in the blank.
For example, write ' 1' for an item that is never true of the president, '2' for one that is 
occasionally true，'3* for one that is sometimes true, and so on.
5 0 ,_ _  niinks veiy clearly and logically.
51, Shows high levels of support and concern for others.
52 .___ Shows excqitional abilily to mobili^ people and resources to get things done.
53,___ Inspires others to do their be洗
54 .___ Strongly en^hasizes careM plannmg and clear time lines.
55. Builds tnM  through open and collaborative rektiondilps.
56. Is a very skiBM and ^rew d negotiator.
57. Is h%Uy charismatic.
58, Approaches problems through logical analysis md careM tMnkmg.
59 ,____ Shows M适i seuatlvity and concern for others' needs and feelmgs.
60.___ Is usually persuaave and kfluentki
61, Is an insplratioii to others.
62 .__ _ Develops and impiemeiits clear, logical policies and procedures.
63.—_  Fosters Mgh levels of participation and invotvement in decisions.
64. Anticipates and deals adroitly with organizational conflict.
^  Is MgUy imaginative and creative,
66.___ Approaches problems with facts and logic,
67. Is consistently help fid and re^onave to others,
68.__  Is very effective in getting support from people with iaftuence and power.
69 .__ _ Communicate a strong and challengmg viaon and sense of missioE.
70. Sets 印ecific, measurable goals 祖d holds people accountable for results.
71. Listens well and is unusuaUy receptive to other peoples ideas and input.
72. Is politically very sensitive and sMflM.
73. Sees beyond current reaMes to create excitmg new opportunities.
74. Has extraordmary attaitioii to detaiL
75. Gives personal recopLrtion for work well doae.
7 6 ._ _  Develops alliances to build a strong base of support,
11,___ G«ierates loyalty and enthusiaan.
78 .___ Strongfy believes in. clear structure and a chim of command.
79. Is a M ^ly  paitic^ative manager.
80. Succeeds ia the fece of conflict and opposition.
81. Serves as an influential model of organizational a零irations and values.
H Leaderdup Style (Items 82-87)
Please describe the leadersMp style of the person you are rating. For each 
item» write '4* for the phrase that best describes the president, '3* for the phrase 
that is next best, and on down to T  for the phrase that least describes the 
president of your college. Write the number in the blank.
82. The individual's strongest skills are:
a, Anafytic skills
b. Interpersonal skils 
 ji . Political sMlk
 j i  Ability to excite and motivate
83. The best way to describe tMs person is:
  a. Technical expert
 b. Good listener
 c. Skilled, negotiator
_ _ _d. M^kationai leader
84. What tMs individiml does be贫 is:
a. Make good deciaons
  b. Coach and develop people
—_ _c. Build ^rong affiances m d  a power base
d. Energize and in印 ire others
85. What people are most likely to notice about tMs person is:
a. Attention to detaM
b. Concern for people
c. Ability to »cceed, in the fece of conflict and opposttion 
4  Charifflna
86. TMs indMduaTs mo玆 in^oitant Ieaderd% tta i  is:
a. Clear, logical A kkkg  
_ _ _ b. Carmg and aipport for others 
 _c. Toughness and aggresavaiess
d. Imagmation and creativity
87. TMs person is best described as:
a. An. analyst
b. A humanist
c. A poMtician 
 d, A visionary
IH. Overall rating (88-89)
Instructions: Circle the number that best rates the person you are rating.
Compared to other individiials that you have known with comparable levels of 
experience and responsibility, how would you rate the preadmt of your college on:
88, Overall effectiveness as a manager.
1
Bottom 20%
2 3
Middle 20%
4 5
Top 20%
89. Overall effectiveness as a leader.
1
Bottom 20%
2 3
Middle 20%
4 5
Top 20%
Thank you for your support and cooperation.
Appendix G 
Letter of Verification
To: Florida International University Aug. 28, 1995
TMs is to verify that the Chinese versions of the two questionnaires in 
Chlang, Ching-San^ dissertation, The Effects of the Lead£shi|LSt幽
Colkgg_£resMe.nts on Teacher Job Satisfaction, are correctly translated from the original English 
versions. The titles of the questionnaires are Teacher Job SatisfactiQiLQuestiQmais and Leidm M c 
QnmMmm^ueMioraiaiie.
Z j  -y£»#
.Kang, Zi-Li
Professor，Graduate School o f Industrial Vocational Education 
National Chang-hua University of Education
Appendix H
President’s LeadersMp Orientations 
(Presidents’ Questioimaire) 
(Chinese Versions)
領 導 導 向 調 查 問 卷
敬愛的校長：您好！
這份問眷的目的* 在於瞭解專科學校校長領導導向的現況。俾 
1贺博士班研究生論文之研究。這是一份不具名的問卷。所填資料僅 
供學術研究之用o 懇請您依實際情形逐題填答*您的意見對本研究 
非常寶賁◎謝謝您的支持與協助◎
敬柷 教安
美國佛州州立國 際大學  
博士班研究生江金山敬啓
1 . 本問餐共有44題，請仔_ 閱讀問題，然後填答.
2 . 第1_■題以及奶，M 題，每題請選揮"一個”您謳為最合適的答案.
3 . 第37-42題，請依"適富程度1*加以評定，請依”例題R 明”填答.
4 . 這是一份不具名的問眷，蹐不要填入您的姓名，
5 . 請您每題作答，不要遺通，謝謝！
4題基本資料
年齡
( 1) 44嚴以下
( 2 ) 45歲以上
服務年資（在本校擔任校畏之服務年資，包含今年）
( 1) 6年 （含 ）以下
( 2 ) 7年以上
學校性質：
( 1) 公立學校
( 2) 私立學校
學校規模
( 1) 浦00個學生及以下
( 2 ) 3 _ 1 1 0 0 0  個學生
( 3 ) 5001個學生及以上
3 2 . 引發忠誠廋及熱< ; ◎
3 3 . _ _ 極度相信祖織應有清晰架構及指揮層次》
3 4 * ____ 像一個具高度參與感的經理人。
3 5 . _ _ 成功地面對衝突及反對。
3 8 . _ _ 襄現出組織抱負及價値的一t固具影響力的模範◎
例 題 說 明
個 人 最 晷 愛 之 休 闐 運 動
_ _  a. 打球
_ _  b. 腱山
_ _  c. 游泳
d  慢跑
如 禀 您 畏 喜 破 道 沐 ，打 球 :夂 i ，僅 絶 爯 次 i 而 甚 ■^喜 觀 去 ，沒 山 ，i | 如 下
3 a. 打球
1 b. 爬山
4 c. 游泳
2 d 慢跑
打. 個人最強的能力是：
  a. 分析能力
   b. 人際關係的能力
_ _  c. 政治能力
_ _  d. 鼓動及激勵的能力
38. 我個人的最佳描述是：
 a, 技術專家
, _ _  b. 好的傾聽者
   c. 有技巧的協調者
d. 啓發型的領導者
第5 4 6 題是請您描述評估您自己的領導及管理型態° 
請您評估自己對以下每一項目的_  °
請用以下的分數回答每個項目。
1 2 3 4 5
從來沒有 很少 僳爾 時常 總是
所 以 ，如果您在某個項目回答"1" ，即您所描述的人不是如此’ ”2” 
表示很少如此， 表示偶爾如此，其餘類推 °
5. 思 考 潰 晰 * 富 邏 鞴
6. 對 別 人 表 示 高 廈 支 持 及 瀾
7. 顯 示 非 凡 能 力 動 貝 人 手 及 資 邋 宪 成 任 務 o-
8. 激 勸 別 人 裳 力 ®
9. 強 烈 主 張 細 規 劃 及 清 楚 的 時 間 表 0
10. 透 遇 閽 放 及 合 作 的 眉 係 建 立 信 任 O
11. 是 一 個 菲 常 熟 練 和 敏 銳 的 協 纊 者 。
12. 有 高 度 的 領 導 能 力 *.
13. 透 遢 纖 輯 分 析 和 仔 _ 思 考 處 理 問 題 ◎
14. 對 別 人 的 磬 要 及 感 覺 巍 示 高 廋 敏 感 及 闢 0
15. 纖 常 祖 服 及 彩 響 他 人 o
18. 能 夠 啟 發 別 人 》
17. 麗 發 及 實 施 潰 晴 、有 條 理 的 政 策 及 方 法 ◎-
18. 在 決 策 中 採 高 廋 參 興 及 投 入 o
19. 敏 捷 地 預 期 及 處 理 組 纖 衢 突 ◎
20. 高 廋 的 想 像 力 及 創 透 力 》
21. 以 摹 實 和 邏 輯 虞 理 問 題 》
21 持 績 幫 助 及 蓐 JL別 人 。
23. 以 彩 響 力 極 鷄 有 效 地 獲 得 別 人 的 支 持 ◎
24. 傳 遘 闢 於 任 務 之 髓 烈 及 挑 戰 往 的 視 野 及 感 受 ◎
25. 設 定 特 定 、可 測 置 的 目 標 讓 每 個 人 對 結 果 負 起 賁 任
28. 仔 _ 倾 聽 • 而 且 常 接 受 人 們 的 想 法 及 表 達 ◎
27. 在 政 治 方 面 菲 常 敏 慼 及 熟 練 ◎
28. 曝 光 遠 大 而 刺 透 有 趣 的 嶄 新 機 會 ◎
29. 非 常 注 意 細 節 0
30. 對 把 工 作 做 好 者 給 予 個 人 的 S 可 ◎
31. 闐 發 同 a 者 从 建 立 鶉 有 力 的 支 持 基 礎 o
3 9 . 彻 人 的 最 佳 成 就 是 :
._ „  a. 做 好 的 決 定
- ■ _  b. 訓 練 及 培 養 人 才
 ___ _ c. 遘 立 有 力 的 属 盥 及 權 力 基 礎
一  mi. d.
4 0 . 我 給 别 入 的 大 多 數 印 象 是 :
_ — a. 注 意 _ 節
   b. 關 c 別 人
_ 一 c. 成 功 面 對 衝 突 和 敵 對 的 能 力
_  d. 桌 越 的 領 導 軀 力
4 1 .個 人 最 篾 要 的 領 導 能 力 是 ：
_ 一 a. 清 晰 、邏 輯 性 思 考
_  b. 關 < 及 支 持 別 人
. _  c. 堅 定 及 積 極
 ___ _ d. 想 像 力 及 刺 透 力
4 2 .個 人 的 最 佳 描 逑 是 ：
_ _  a. —個 分 析 家
  k  —個 人 道 主 義 者
_ _  ^ c. —個政治家
 d. —個夢想家
第43- 44題是請您以整體表現( 經驗和貴任等)可比較的程度，將您與 
您所知的別人比較，您對自己的評估是：
43. 以 一 名 纖 理 人 而 官 的 螫 體 表 現 來 評 估 °
~ ~ 1  2 3 4 5
低 中 高
44. 以 一 名 領 導 者 而 畜 的 餐 體 表 現 來 評 估 »
~ ~ 1 2 3 4 5
低 中 高
謝謝您的寶貴意見
Appendix I
President’s LeadersMp Orientations and 
Teacher lob Satisfaction 
(Teachers’ Questionnaire) 
(C lm iese ersions)
專科學校校長與老師互動關係調查問卷
敬 愛 的 老 歸 ：您 好 ！
這 份 問 養 的 目 的 • 在 於 瞭 解 專 科 學 校 校 長 興 老 師 互 動 關 係 的 現  
_況 ，俾 作 傅 士 班 研 究 生 論 文 之 研 究 。這 是 一 份 不 具 名 的 問 譽 • 所 填 資  
料 僅 m 學 術 研 究 之 用 . 懇 請 您 依 實 際 情 形 逐 題 填 答 ，您 的 意 見 對 本 研  
究 非 常 寶 貴 * 謝 謝 您 的 支 持 與 撝 助 。
敬 柷  教 安
美 國 佛 州 州 立 國 際 大 學  
博 士 班 研 究 生 江 金 山 敬 啓
填答說明
1 . 本 問 養 共 有 _ 題 ，讚 仔 細 閱 讀 問 題 ，然 後 填 答 .
2 . 第 1-81題 以 及 88,89題 ，每 題 請 選 揮 胃 一 個 " 您 驟 為 最 合 適 的 答 案 ，
3 . 第 82-87題 ，請 依 w適 赏 程 度 "加 以 評 定 ，讚 依 w例 題 銳 明 ”填 答 .
4 . 這 是 一 份 不 具 名 的 問 眷 ，講 不 要 填 入 您 的 姓 名 ，
5 . 講 您 每 題 作 答 ，不 要 遺 遍 ，謝 謝 ！
1. 性 別 (13 男 性
C2) 女 性
2. 年 齡 ( 1 ) 29魔 及 以 下
( 2 ) 30, 歲
( 3 ) 40- 49魔
C4) 50-59巍
( 5 ) 60歲 及 以 上
3 . — — 一鳳薇年資 i 包含今年）
~ ~  ( 1 ) 卜 3年
( 2 )  4 -10年
( 3 )  1 H 5  年
( 4 )  1 5 , 年
( 5 ) 21年及以上
教 授  
副 教 授  
助 理 教 授  
講 師  
助 教
8* _ _ 本 學 年 有 無 擔 任 行 政 職 務 ( 主 任 、組 長 以 上 )
— _  ⑴ 有
( 2 ) 無
7. _ _ 學 校 性 質
~ ~  ( 1 ) 公 立 學 校
( 2 ) 私 立 學 校
8. _ _ 學 校 規 模
~ ~  ( 1 ) 3_Q 個 學 生 及 以 下
( 2 ) 3001-關 00個 學 生  
( 3 ) 5001個 學 生 及 以 上
第 9_49題 ，請 根 搛 您 目 前 的 工 作 情 形 ，表 墓 您 對 每 一 項 目 的 滿 意 程  
度 ，並 請 用 以 下 的 分 數 回 答 每 個 項 目 。
5 : 很 滿 意
4 : 滿 意
O 無 意
不 滿 意
1= 很 不 滿 意
9. _ _  m m m
10. 與 學 生 們 相 處 的 情 形
學 歷  （1 ) 博 士
( 2 ) 碩 士
( 3 ) 學 士
( 4 ) 專 科 摹 業  
( 5 ) 其 他 《請 說 明 ）
(1
( 2
(3
(4
5)
職 級5
在工作中能自由做判断的機會
B 前工作具有陞遷發屐的機會
教師的薪資與其他行業相比
有展現自己理想與抱負.的機會
教學工作置的負擔
校長對教師工作的要求
能從教學情境中自我學習興充實
教師的薪資輿_ 己實際付出的工作置相比
工作中有變異創新的機會
校内同箏對我工作上支持的情形
校長纖諒屬下辛勞的情形
自已甞試新方法的機會
對現在職位的保陳性和安全感
從工作中所獲得的成就感  _
工作上所醤設懂的提供情形 
與校長溝通的機會 
對於學校人摹槳懲的公平性 
在社區、鄰里中受到敬重的情形 
對自巳的工作成果
學校同摹鸚寧取工作巍現或升等而競爭的情形 
校畏撝助教_解決困難的情形 
較髙職位的陞遷機會 
對學校所提供的各項福利措施
3 4. 一 慼覺工作具有挑戰性
3 5 . —— 學校傳統的校晟
3 6 .  ..... . 校長處理學校同仁意見爭孰的方式
37. _ _  工作常有被獎勸的機會
38. _ _  個人在教學工作上所獲得的獎勵
39. _ _  能教學相長幫助自我進步
40. _ _  周摹閟合作的. 隊精神
41. _ _  校長的領導和作決定的能力
42. _ _  表現優異時可獲得肯定與贊許的機會
43. _ _  對自己社會地位的S 定
44. _ _  服務社會、造福人群的機會
45. _ _  學校的i t 第
46. _ _  教歸參興擬定學校行政計劃的機會
4 7 . _ _  學校所提供教歸遒修的機會
48. _ _  學生家長對我的接受情形
49. 校長對教歸的鐵度
第 50-89題 請 您 描 述 一 個 您 以 領 導 能 力 及 管 理 型 態 加 以 評 分 的 人 ( 貴  
校 校 長 ）.
請您出您所评分者的對每一項目的程廋◎ 
請用以下的分數回答每個項目◎
1 2 3 4 5
從來沒有 很少 儡爾 時常 總是
思考潰晰•富邏輯
對別人表示高庹支持及關<
顧示非凡能力動貝人手及資通完成任務。
激勸別人盡力*
強烈主張細C 規劃及濟楚的時閩表- 
透過開放及合作的關係建立信任。
是_ 個非常熟練和敏親的镲調者◎
有高度的領導能力•
透通邐輯分析和仔細思考虞理問邇◎
對別人的磬要及感覺表示齑廋敏感及闢<  a 
纖常_8• 及影響他人»
是個能夠尋發别人的人。
開曾及實施清晴、有條理的政策及方法◎
在決篥中採高廋參興及投入®
敏捷地预期及處理組織衢突◎
高廑的想像力及刺遼力《
以摹實和邐輯處理闊纖。
持續幫助及蓐簏別人◎
以影響力極爲有效地獲得別人的支持◎
傳達關於任薇之靆烈及挑戰性的稷野及慼受◎
設定特定、可測置的目標靈每欐人對結票負起賁任。 
仔_ 倾 飆 * 而1 常接受人們的想法及表遘《
在政治方面非常敏感及熟練《
0罠光遠大而創进有趣的嶄新機會«
非常注意_ 節 -
對把工作潋好者繪予個人的羅可»
闊發同盥者以建立5i有力的支持晷磔®
引發忠誡廋及熱< »
5鑫烈相信清晰架構以及指揮連鎖◎
像一禰具高廋參與鐵的經理人◎
成功地面對衝突及反對o
表现出級織抱負及價値的一個具影響力的模範◎
所g ，如果您在某個項目回答" 1胃，即您所描述的人不是如此，”2” 
表示很少如此，”3W表示偶爾如此，其餘類推。
50.
5L
52
53
54
55 
58
57
58
59 
80 
61 
82
63
64
65
66
67
68 
69
o 
1
 
8
 
8
第82, 題請您描述您所評分働領賴態 °每<1 棚 费 : 示 對 這  
個人的最佳描述，”3"是次佳 ’ 遞減至”1"表示最不符口适個人°
例 趙 說 明
貴校校長棚人最薔歡的休間運動最：
_ _ m a. 打 球
   b, 親 山
_  c.
_ _ _  d. 慢跑
如 禀 您 認 感 祛 長 羲 喜 妓 漭 从 ， 打 球 次 { ，馒 紇 爲 次 i , 而 善 攻 去 岐  
山. t*i -k°下*填答》
a. 打 球
b. 艇 山
a 游 泳
4 慢 跑
8 2 . 貴 校 校 長 最 5#的 能 力 是 ：
—^一 a. 分 析 能 力
  b. 人 際 闢 係 的 能 力
 _____ c. 政 治 能 力
 4  鼓 動 及 激 勸 的 能 力
8 3 . 賁 校 校 畏 的 最 佳 描 述 是 ：
_ _  a. 技 衡 專 家
  b. 好 的 傾 聽 者
_ _  a  有 技 巧 的 值 譲 者
 d* 啓 發 型 的 領 導 •者
8 4 . 貴 校 校 畏 的 最 佳 成 就 是 ：
娜_  ^ a* 做好的決定
 b. 細 練 及 埼 養 人 才
_ 一  c. 建 立 有 力 的 同 麗 及 權 力 基 礎
d. 喚 起 及 激 勸 别 人
8 5 .貴校校長的大多歡印象是：
_  a. 注意_節
_ 一  b. 關<別人
 c. 成功面對衝突和敵對的能力
麵_  ^ d. 皐越的領導能力
B 8 .貴校校長最重要的領導能力是：
 a. 清晰、邇輯性思考
_ 職b. 關<及支持別人
   c. 暨定及積極
_ 4  想像力及刺透力
8 7 .賁校校長的最佳描述是：
_ _  a .  — 個 分 析 家
_ k  — 個 人 道 主 義 者
  c .  — 個 政 治 家
_^ 麵d. —個夢想家
第8 8 , ■ 題是請您以整體表現( 經驗和責任等) 可比較的程度，將貴校 
校長與您所知的別人比較’您對貴校校長的評分是*
88. — _ . 以一名經理人雨嘗的■ 體表現來評估。
1 2 3 4 5
低 中 高
89. _ _ 以_名領導者而畜的整體表現來觀1估 。
1 2 3 4 5
低 中 高
本木拿謝謝您的寶賣意見拿木本
November 25, 1957 
Spring, 1985 
Fall, 1990 
1979 - 1982
1982 - 1983
1983 -1985 
1985-1993 
1992-1993
1993
Bom: Taichung, Taiwan, R. O. C.
B.S.: Feng-CMa University
Lindenwood College
Machine Maintenance 
Sung Kung Industry Corp.
Taiwan, R. O. C,
Director of Manufacturing '
Sung Kung Industry Corp.
Taiwan, R. O. C.
Business Manager 
Sung Kung Industry Corp.
Taiwan, R. O. C.
General Manager 
Sung Kung Industry Corp.
Taiwan, R. O. C.
Instructor -
CMen-Kuo Junior College of Technology 
and Commerce 
Taiwan, R. O. C.
Inventor of detachable visor for hooded raincoats 
Patent No. 103448, Republic of China
